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| Job 42.3. Who us he that bideth Connſel Without K nowledge ? T herefore | 


have I uttered that I auderſtood not, things too Wonderfull for me, 
Which, I knew not. 


Rom.11.33. O the depth of the riches both of the Wiſdom and knowledre | 


of God | how unſearchable are his jndpements, and his waios paſt | 
finding out ! 
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Nam quomodo intelle&u Deum capic homo, qui ipſum intelle&um luum, quo 
Eum yult capere,nondum capit ? AugySin. de Trinaue,l.5.c.1. 
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Nazianzen. Orat. 29. p47. 493. Edit, Morelli, 


'Br SS mbunpaywds tyod Wnoy val miyudl'3- aegider, 8c. 
wny Vod ji in filis feneratione (> Siritus proceſſione perveſti- 
ganda crrioſum te prebes, ego queq; pars curiofitate twam.- 
anime corporiſq; conjuntlionem & temperamentum inqui-= 
| ram: ©vomodo pulvs es, Dei Imago? Qnid eſt quod te 
moveat ? aut quid quod moveatur ? Ynomoao idem movet & movetar * 
PP uomodo ſenſus in codem manet, & externa attrahit * ©uomodo mens 
in te manet, & in alia mente ſermonem gignit * uo mods cogitatis 
per ſermonem impertitur * Nondum majora profere ; Lune cali conver- 
fio ? quis ſyderum motus, & ordo? ant modus ? que conjunitio aut 
diſtantia ? qui mars termini ?* unde venti profiuant ? unde partins 
ann revolationes, aut pluviarum effuſiones ? Ss nihil horam intelletu 
percepiſti, 6 homo, ( percipies antem fortaſſe aliquando cum perfettionem 
conſecutus fueris & ut conjicere poſſimus ea que nnunc cernimu, non 
veritatem ipſam eſſe, ſed quedam duntaxat veritatts fimulachra ) 
teipſum non u0ſts, quiſquis es qui de his rebus difputas, fe hac nondum 
intelletu comprehendiſti, quorum ſenſus ipſe teſtis eſt, quo tandem mo- 
do Quid, & Quantus fit Dens, te certy tenere ac ſcire arbitrarss ? 
Magne profeito id ſtultitie eſt. mocirca ſiquid mihi obtemperas, hoc 
eſt T heologo minime audaci, #t nounulla jam percepiſti, ita ea que ſu- 
perſunt ut percipias, roga, precibuſq; contende. Ea parte que wm te 
manet contentus eſto : reliqua in ſuperns theſanry recondita maneat. 
Per vita. probitatems aſcende :* per purgationem, eum qui purus eſt adi- 
piſcere. Vu Theologus aliquanao fieri, ac divinitate dignus ? Man- 
data ſerva : per Des precepta incede (attio enim gradus eſt. ad con- 
templationem ) ex corpore operam anime nava. eAn quiſquam eſt 
mortalium qui ad eam ſublimitatem efferri poſſit, ut ad Pauls menſu- 
ram perveniat * At ille tamen videre ſe per ſpeculum &- enigma dictt, 
tempuſque affore, quo facie ad faciem viſurus ſit ; fis tu licet alits 
in Diſputando ſublimior : at Deo haud dubie inferior es. Sts licet 
alits fortaſſe acutior & perſpicacior : at certe weritate tanto poſterior 


es, quanto eſſentia Dei eſſentiam tuam antecellit ] See the reſt to 
the end. | 


A 2 ldew 


Idew Naz. Orat. 34. pag. 538, 539. 


©te0y vourou up +4 A40V Qogiomu Se awwalo, &c, Dewum 1ntelleftn per- 
cipere difficile eft, eloqus autem impeſſibile, ut 
* Plato isthe man he prophanorum T heologoram * quidam docuit, meo 
en Note that ,gzzdem judicio nou incallide : nempe wt ex eo quod | 
Do Seat, " intellettn aifficulem affirmat , opinionem hominiÞus' 
bumble Chriſtians an 4fferat, Je exm cognitione percepijſe. Ex eo autem 
impoſſibility. quod nullys veriis enum explicart poſſe ait, hoc agat 
| ne inſcitia ſua prod atque conviich queat, Ego 
vero ita potins dicendum cenſeo | Dei nattram nully quidem verbis ex- 
plicars poſſe ; animo antem atque intell:tin comprehendi multo minus 
poſſe, Nam quod quis animo atque ratione complexus fuerit, id quoque 
fortaſſe [ermone declarare queat, ſi non ſatis dilucide atone peripicae, 
ſaltem obſcure, modo auditorem natts ſit nou omning jurdum, tardis; 
& ſtupidi ingeny. At rem tautam auins compreneadere cmmino impeſe 
fibile eſt, non modo ionavss & languidis, deor{timone vergentibuns, ſed 
magny etiam CG excelſis virts, Derque amore previitis, ac murtlibiis 
pereque omnibus, quibs ad vers cognttionem, Calico bac & Cariits 
eraſſities tenchras off enait. Atque hand frie an buc quogue ſnblimiori- 
bus ills intellizentibus naturis negatum fit, 0rte quia Deo propin 
qunite ſunt, ac ters [3:0 ſplendore collucent, cerncre nia; *ortajſe queant, 
| non provf te, at certe ple nins gram nos © ſulidius, ath; alie altss, pro 
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Nec vero hac verba ita accipi velim, quaſs percifi non poſſe dicam, 
Quod fit Deus : ſed Quid & Quaie jr. Neq; enim inants ef predicati WM 
nmſtra, nec wana fides niſtra; nec id eſt quod aſtriimns ( ne rurſus id 
quod probe candideque diximus, in impietatis & calumne argumen- 
rum trahas, ac nobis ut iTnorautiam confitentibus, arroganter inſultes.) 
Plurimum name; intereſt, certo tiwi perſuadeas, aliquid eſſe, an Quid 
tandem illad fit compertum habeas. Etenim nod Des ſit, ac Princeps 
quedam cauſa, qua res imnes procreavit, atq; conſervet, tum cli pſi, 
tum Lex nataralis dicet, &c. Ac nimis profeito heves ac [tolidus et, 
eniſqur non hucuſq; ſpoate ſua progreditur, nataraliumq, aemonſt ral i- 
onum veſtioits inſiſtit, atq; adeo hoc ſb; perſnaget, Ne 16 quidem De- 
um eſſe, quod vel imagine quadam animi concepimus, vel informavi- 
mus, vel orationis penicillo utcunq; deſcripfimus. God qu ungquars 
covitatione Deam quoquo modo comprehendit, quonam ev/eceo arguments 
id provabit * &&. Pas. 
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Autres Ae. 


Pag. 548. nid tanaem Dem natura ſua & eſſentia ſit, nec ho- 
minum quiſquam unquam invenit, nec invenire potetf, An vero ali- 
quando ſit inventurus, querat hee, qui volet, ac perſcrntetur. 

Pag.556. Having heaped up many intricacies and inſuperable dif- 
ficulties about the creatures, he addes [' Poſſwntne hoc expedire Phyſics, 
atg; inants ernditionts laude celebres, ac vere cyatho mare, hos eſt, cs 
tantas ingenio ſo metientes ? | 

L intreat the capable Reader to peruſe the reft of that excellent 
Oration in the Author, 


J——— 


I cite theſe paſſages 1. If it were poſlible to perſwade poor mor- 
tals that we are no Gods, nor ſhould aſpire as did the father of ſin« 
ners; and therefore that we have leſs knowledge of Gods Eſſence 
and nature, then the vain Diſputers called Schoe!men have long 
pretended to. 2. That heredy the matter of the Churches. conten- 
tions being removed, our wounds may cloſe again, For who know- 
eth not, Bow many curteus and vain, though much applauded Vo- 
lumes, areal} bu:ltupen the fands of fome prefumpruous ſuppoſi- 
tion of the Nature 6: God ?, It they did not take it for granted that 
God dvit properly Vazoſtaua and will, and properly 1ntendere 
finem, with many the like, what matter could they have. for. their 
V oluminous contentions? It but only thoſe two ſuppoſitions. were 
known to be (at leaſt) uncertain, what ſhould we do with all thoſe 
Learned \V ritings that fo fubtilly Diſpute of the order and number 
of Gods Decrees? and how ſhouid we efteem them > He that will 
reade the Auguiiane Conteilion, may fee what thoughts the firſt 
Proteſtants had.o? the Controverties about Predeftination, and how 
little of that doctrine did enter their Religion. 


— 


Viae Eutebium Praparat. Evangelic. lib. unaecimo, cap. 2... 
Where he affirms that 27eſes and all the Prophets teach that Gods 
Nature cannot be explicated by words, and that his Name is ineffa- 
ble, and how P/ato agreeth with them.. + 
AS ail0 cap.g. where he makes the very Name Exs proper to God, 
anc alledceth Plis's conſent, and cap.1@.the conſent of Namenuins,. 
and cap.11, the conſent of Platarch. Fe 
Allo 11b.8.ccp-8. pag. (mihi ) 365. out of Poſephays he. citeth this; 
{_ That God isthe Brgrnning, the 27iddle, the End of all things, and 
AceS3: = 5: 
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_asheis in Works and B2nefits conſpicuous, yea of all things by far 
the moſt notable (or known) ſo'is he both in Nature and Greatneſs 
moſt obſcure : Nothing thar is like him (or no likeneſs of him) can 
be ſeen of us, or imagined by us; nay it is not lawfull ſo much as 
lighrly co frame it (ſuch a reſemblance) in our mindes.) 
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Novatianus ( nondum lapſes ) lib. 1. ae T rinttate 1nter 
opera Tertulliani, cap. 7. 

Sed tamen & ipſe (Chriſtus) fic adhuc de Deo loquitur hominibus 
quomoao poſſunt adhuc audire, wel capere : licet in aguitionem Dei re- 
ligtoſam jam facere incrementa nitatur : Invenimus enim [criptum eſſe 
quod Dems charit as dittus ſit ; nec ex hoc tamen Des [nbſtantia chas 
ritas expreſſa et. Et quod Lux diftus eſt, nec tamen in hoc ſubſtau- 
tia Dei eſt; Sed totum hoc de Deo diftum eſt quantuns dict poteſt; ut 
merito & quando ſpiritns diftzs eft, non omne 1d quod eſt dictus eft, ſed 
ut dum mens hominum intelligendo n{q; ad ipſum proficit ſpiritum, con- 
verſa jam ipſa in ſpirits alind quid amplins per ſpiritum conjicere, De- 
um eſſe poſſit. Id enim quod eſt, fecundum id quod eſt, nec humano 
ſermone edict, nec humanis auribus percipi, nec humanis. ſenſibus 
colligt poteſt. Nam i que preparavit Deus his qui diligunt illum, nec 
oculns vidit, nec aurts audivit, nec cor hominis, aut mens ipſa percepit, 
gqualis & quantus eff ille ipſe, qui hec repromittit, ad que intelligenda 
& mens homints & natura defecit. 

j- This is one note by which itis known not to be Tertullian's wri- 


ting, becauſe Tertulian groily erred ia making God too like the 
creature, as 1s well known. 


—_ 
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The like paſſages you may reade, {z Ruffini Expoſit. in Symboluns 
Apoſtolor, Seft.4,5,6,8. with ſeveral difficulties propoſed in things 
about our felves, to convince us of our ignorance. 


”_ 


Author de Cardinalibus operibus Chriſti inter opera Cypriani 
Prolog. F. 3. P. 482. 
Nec patitur ad liquidnm ſe viders Divinitas, quam ntiq; inveſtioa- 
tio, fidelts aliquo modo adorat vel ſentit : ſed puram ejus eſſentiam nec 
Conſpicit , nec comprehenait : Affurmatio quippe de Dei eſſentia in 


promptu haberi non poteſt : weq; enim difinibilis eſt Divinitas ; ſed 


ED vVerims 


2 erins ſincerinſq; remotio indicat, negando quid 101 fit, quam Aſeren- 
do quid fit. Guoniam quicquid ſenſui ſubjacet, illud eſſe non poteſt 
ou0d cmnem ſuperat intelltelum. @Qmnicquid andiri, vel widers wel 
Iciri peteſt, on convenit majeſtati ; hebes eſt in hac confideratione omnts 
acies ſenſuim & caligat aſpeftus.—— p.483. $.8. Et utinam me iþ< 
ſim cognoſcam & ſeiam! nod ſt anima mee que corports met obtinet 
principatum, nec originem ſcio, nec metir quantitatem, nec quali ſit 
ritueri ſufficio, fi ignota eſt mihi ratio quare ipſa delefletur in corpore 
perſecutore ſuo,&c. patienter me ferre oportet ſi operatorem umverſitatis 
09 inteliio0, qui in minimis operationum ſauarum particulis meam pro- 
fiteor caritatem. 


Reade the reſt of that Prologue excellently ſhewing how far God 
is known, and how far not. 
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Syneſius de Regyo, pag.8,9. Eait. Petavianw. 

Nullum unquam ncmen inventum eſt qued Dei naturam aſſequere- 
thr, ſed cum ab ea cxprimenda kemines aberrarent, per ea que ab 1llo 
fiebant, ipſum attingere conati ſunt ; ſive ergo Patrem , conditorem, 
five alind quidpiam dixerus, five Prancipium, fine cauſam, hec emma 
reſpetins quidam ſunt, & ad ea que ab illo oriuntur ccmparationes. 
Ecdem modo Regem fs apelits ab its quorum Rex eſt, non a propria per- 
ſona naturam illius apprehendere ccnnberts. Þenio jam ad reliqua ejus 
xomina, &C. Bunmutiq, Deum amucs, tem ſapientes quam nperits - 
homines ubiq; celebrart, &c. Nendum temen hee ipſum Bonum guan- 
tumvis extra contenticnem poſitum, Dei in natura ſua ſtabilitatem de- 
clarat : Ex 115 vero que Ppiſtericra ſunt corrogatur. Nec enim Bon ut- 
men, abſclutum quid auribus ſrnat, ſedillis Bonum quurum efficax eſt, 


quiq; eo fra peſſunt,&c. Vide reliqu ib. 
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Cyrillus, Hicrc{cl.Catechkeſ. 6. pag. 46,47,48. 1s large on this. 
Dicimus ns que oportet de Deo ; nem ei ſoli hac nota ſunt : 8 ed que . 
pro ſr10 modulo capere natura kumana poteſt, & qua imbecillitas neſtra 
Ferre valet. New enim nid ſit Deus exponimns : Nam Candide nos 
accuratam de eo cogniticnem nen habere confitemur. Quan ignirantian 
aguoſcentes, magnam de Deo cogniticnem prefitemur,—— At dicct 
quiff tam, $i ccmprehendi nequit eſ[entia Divina, quid eſt qued tu de 
his enarras ? &c. Lande Dominim atcorare, non exprimere wverbis 
aroredicr, Kc. ©nid 1oitt.r, aicer aliqnis, nonne (crifte.m of ry 
eels 


Angeli "eloritm vident ſemper faciem patris me; m1 in calis oft ? At 
31 EACH Azrgeli TL ſicxt Dems eſt, ſed quatenus i»ſi Capere poſſuut, &c. 
i Cem igitnr eAngeli nefciant, nullns homo ſuam erubeſcat taſcitiam, 0 

| ETNOTAntLAW confiters, tum ego qu nuns loquor, tur omnes omninm 
terporum homines. Quin etiam quomodo enunciare non Poſſmmus : 
Nam quomodo poſſem eum verbis exprimere, qui ipſe dedit ut wver- 


| i ba promam? E70 qu eAnimam habeo nec ejus formam linea- 
| I ment ave poſſum CXPremere , quomodo conſervatorew anma enunciare 
E | potera F 


i 


= - Cyrillus Alexandr. To.1.The/axr.li.11.c.1.Eſpecially near the end, 
| | is full for the ſame as the former cited Authors, as he doth in divers 
1 other places. Andin Commentary on oh» among Cyri/s Works, 
but indeed Clifovers,it is frequent. As /;.1.c.13. Nam quemadmedun 


| | | quamvis nullns novit quidanam ſecundum naturam Deus fat, ft nſtifica- 
| [ . tur tame per fidem quum creaat premia illum redditurum querentibus | 
[| enm : fic etſi operum ei rationem 1gnorat, quum tamea fige omnia illum 5 
| poſſ e non dubitet, non contemnenda tamen probitats hujus premia COu- 
| © ſequetar. | 


And i. 9.c. 34. Sed nullus nature Deitatis capax intelleftus eff. 
| Ac ideo furioſus eſt qui andet temeraria ſcraratione rimars quiduam 
[| Deus ſecunaum naturam eſt, UVmbris tamen > enigmatibus #t in 
ſpeculo, KC. : x | 
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Mi Auguſtin. de Triaitat. reproves three ſorts of Errours about 
ot God, in the entrance, 16.1. cap.1. 1. Thoſe that judge of ſpiri- 
{ o tual things by corporeal, The ſecond 1s thoſe ©; ſecundum hu- 
Wil man auimi naturam vel affeftum de Deo ſentiant, fiquid ſentiunt. 
W 2, Thoſe that do indeed endeavour to tranſcend the nutable crea- 
#* ture that they may raiſe their intention to God, /ed mortalitatzs 
onere pregravati, cum & videri volunt ſcire quod neſciunt, & quod 
volunt ſcire non poſſunt, preſumptiones opinionum ſuarum audacins 
affirmando, intercludunt ſibimet intelligentie vias, mages eligentes ſen- 
tentiam [u4m noa corrigere perverſam, quam mutare defenſam,8&C.---- 
Due vero proprie de Deo dicuntur, quanquam in nulla creatura inve- 
niuntur, z4r0 ponrt Scriptara Divina, XC. 


Clemens 
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Clemens Alexandr. Stromar.li.5. commends Plato for ſaying that 
God cannot be expreſſed by words, as agreeing with Scripture ; and 
himſelf addeth that he is neither Gexus, Species, differentia, indivi- 
dunum, numerus, accidens, nec cut aliquid accidit, totum, pars, &C. 
Et iaco ft fignre expers, &- quod nominari non pateſt. Et i aliqnando 
eum nommemus, non proprie vocantes aut Vaum, aut Bonum, aut 
Mentem, at ipſum id quod eft, aut Patrem, aut Deum, ant Crea- 
torem, aut Dominum : non 1d dicimus tanquam nomen tjus proferen- 
tes, ſed propter ejus poteſtatem pulchris ntimur nominibus, ut in alits 


non aberrans , his inniti poſſit cogitatio, &e, I uſe Hervetus tran- 
dation. | 


——_— 


Irenzus /z. 2. cap. 16. 


Eft autem & ſuper hac & preopter hac inenarrabilu : ſenſus enim 
capax omnium bene & refte aicetur, ſed non ſimilis hominum ſenſu : 
Et lumen rettiſſime dicetur ; ſed nihil fimile ei, quod oft ſecunduns 
20s lumini. $1 autem eſt in reliquts hominibus, nulls ſimilts erit omnium 
pater hominum puſilitats: & aicitur quidem ſecundnuys hac propter 
diletionem, ſentitur autem ſuper hec ſecundum magnitudinem. 
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Juſtin Martyr Serm. ad Gent. exhort. 

Intellexit ( Plato) Deum non #udicaſſe ill; (Moſi) nomen ſuum pro- 

rium. Nullum enim poteft Deo convenire proprie. 

Idem Apolog. 1. Pro Chriſtian. VUniverſorum Pater nullum nomes 
babet inditum : Pater enim, Deus, Creator, Dominus, Herus, nou 1ne- 
-mina ſunt, ſed a beneficentia deſumpta vocabula, &c. Sicut & Dei 
wicabuluns non tam nomen eſt, quam inenarrabilts res hominibus innata 
0011140. 

Idem Apol. 2. Luts enins poteſt dicere quodnam ſit nomen mneff abile * 
quod nemo niſs deplorate inſanus preferre tentaret. : 


— 


I conclude from all this, that either it is certain that Intelligere, 
Velle, Amare, Intendere,&c. are not ſpoken of God Properly, or 
by Analogy of Attribution (as they ſpeak ) or at leaſt, that it is ut- 
terly uncertain to us, whether it be ſo or not ; But that we muſt 


B + ule 


uſe both theſe and lower notions of God, from the glaſs of mans 
nature and actions, ſtill confeſling the Impropriety in all, and thar 
we have no poſitive formall certain apprehenſion of the thing ex- 
preſſed (viz. God and his as) but only a general apprehenſion 
that it is ſomewhat which is beſt repreſented to us in the glaſs of theſe 
metaphorical Notions, which contain as great a ltkeneſs to the thin 

it ſelf as we are now capable of reaching ; and upon theſe conſide- 
rations we mult ſtick cloſe to. the Scripture phraſe which conde- 
{cendeth ſo low in ſpeaking of God; and not hearken to the un- 
proved fancies of Schoolmen, that tell us 7h a# is properly in 
God, as implying no imperfection, and That # not ſeeing all 
bumane acts do contain imperfection in their very formall na- 
ture. 

As Salvian de Provid. 11.3. p.62,63. faith, ſo, 4 fortiore, doT : 
Neſcio ſecretum, & conſilium Divinitatis ignoro. Sufficit mihi ad 
cauſe hujm probationem aitti caleſtis oraculum. $1 ſcire vis quid te- 
nendum ſit, habes literas ſacras : perfetta ratio eſÞ hoc tenere quod 
legeris. Qnacanſa autem Deus hac de quibus loquimnr, ita faciat, 
wolo 4 me requiras. Homo ſum, non inteltigo ſecreta Dei ; inveſti- 
gare non audeo, & ideo etiam attentare formido : quia & hoc ipſum 
genus quaſt ſacrilege temeritatss eſt', fs pls ſeire cupias, quam 
ſinarts, &c. Sicut enim plus eſt Dens quam omnrys ratio hamana , 


fic plus mihi debet eſſe quam ratio, quod a Deo agi cunita Cog = 
noſca. 
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O'v]s zag evIws The Ye0]ilG- Fav n Jugy,&c, faith Afacarins Homil. 1. 
Neg; enim Nature Divine eſt Anima(therefore Intelle&tion and Yo- 
lition are not the Divine Nature) eq; Natare tenebrariam malitic : 
ſed eſt quid creatum. ſenſibile, viſibile, inſigne & admirandum, atque- 
elegans ſimilitudo & Imago Dei. ] Intellection and Volition are in 
their natures comprehenſible, but that which in God we call Intel- 
tection and Volition is incomprehenſible, and not to be formall 
underſtood. 9x: enim poteft capere quantus fit Deus ? ( faith The- 
ophylatt in Luc. 12.) & manifeftum eft ex Seraphin, qui ſe obtegunt 
propter excellentiam Divint Iuminis. Which is as true of Gods Ef- 
ſence as his Greatneſs: and as true is it of formall proper intelle- 
Ction, as Minutins Felix faith of Viſion, Dewm oculis carnalibus 
v1s videre, cum ipſam animam tuam qua vivificarts & loqueris, nec 
aſpicere poſſis, nec tuer; s | | 


Epiphae 


——_—_. JI 
Me = _— 


Epiphanis diſputing againſt thoſe honeſt Hereticks, called the 
Aundians ( calt out of the Church by the Biſhops for their honeſty, 
and art laſt baniſhed.) Hereſ. 70. pag. 815,816. ſpeaking againſt 
thoſe that placed the Image of God in the Soul only (as the Andians 
did place it in the Body) becauſe, ſay they, the ſoul is Inviſible, and 
hath the Power of Acting, Moving, Underſtanding, Reaſoning, 
and therefore contains the Image of God, he Aniwereth, Thar 
[If therefore the ſoul be faid to be made to (Gods) Imape, it can- 
not be ſaid to be made after his Image at all ; 5 34g Ir%5 empire pavers 
crTa many, 8c Dew enim Infinitts pre anima partibus eoq; amplins, 
comprehenſionem omnem ac cogitationem effugit, &c. Tpſe enim cum 
omnia comprehenait, tum a nullo comprehenaitur. ] And after | $pi- 
ritus enim Dems eft qui omnem ſpiritum exuptrat, & lux luce omni pre- 
ſtantior. Quicquid enim ab ipſo conditum eſt, infra illins decus & glo- 
riam eſt. Sola vero Trinitas comprehendi non poteſt ,.. &* infinitan 
quandam gloriam obtinet, que nec conjeftura capitur, nec Intelligen- 
tia percipitnr. | | 


l——— 


I conclude with the words of Colviws in Beverovic. de Terming 
Vite, pag. 160, 163, 164. {| Nos Intelligitts quomodo Intelligatis, 
centum $yllogiſmos facitis & neſcitis quomodo : & vultts Intetligere 
quomods ille Intelligit qui eſt ſupra omnem intelleftlum ? &c. | | Puod ft 
exigna hac & contemptibilia nature penttrare non poteſt humani ingenii 
acies, annon eſt extreme impudentie nos velle pertingere aa ipſam Di- 
vinam eſſentiam ? Que eft amenr|C,ccommunrat in ſeipſa, nobs 
vero aid) annmer, ayuns, th vmespiuns, Kc Non terminatwr Viſa, u0n 
tenetur teftu, non ſentitur inceſſu, non comprehenditur Intelleftn ; 
AMajor omni corde, major omni laude. Novi homines, bulle naſcen- 
tes & evaneſcentes, XC. exhaurire vultis mare vaſculo ? terram metirs 
palmo ? &C. Furor eſt cogitare homuncionem videre Det fines, qui ſuos 
non videt, Deum velle metiri qui ſuam menſuram ignorat, ut capiat 
Dromitatu terminos quos non capit ipſe munds ; cunus vis Imago eff 
ſprites, cunns umbra mundus, judicia abyſſus. —— Deum laudare emnes 
poſſumus & debemus, definire news poteſt: Non potef# Deus queri 
nims; mveniri nunquam poteſt, digne ipſum eſtimamus cum inaſti- 
mabilem confitemur : digne lanudamius cam pre ſtupore animi in ſilentio 
ipſum aauramus ; apprehenads poteft voluntate, comprehenat 07 poreſe 


y 


intelletu. Major eft ipſins Incomprehenfibilitas quam comprehenderc 


poſſumus : Nonita capit eum arguta ſcientia, quam ilium ſentit & 


guſtat munaa conſcientia : HMelins nos: docet enum Vnitio quan erudi- 
tio. Hoc eſt illud manna abſconditum, quod ipſe dat timentibus ipſum, 
907 antem 11s qui in arcana illins temere involaut. Et idcirco veniunt 
indoits & qui Deum ſumma cum reverentia colunt, & rapiunt regnum 
calorum ; interim acutiſſima & ſuperbiſſima ingenia evaneſcunt, in 
propriss ſubtilitatibus, & merguntur in inferuum : loqui wvolentes de 
profunds merſi ſunt. in profundis.----- Qucirca optime bonas horas collo= 
cant, qui veritarem ſummo ſtudio querunt : Sed peſſime judicant qui ſe 
am inveniſſe putant.-----Deſino, & dico cum Hilario, quod nou per 
difficiles quaſtiones ad vitam beatam nos aucat Dems. 


V -——_— 
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The Lord repair by Love, Humility. and Holy Obedience, the 
ruines that have lons been made. in his Church, by Contentton, 
Pride, and aaliotilied-prefimptuets ignociat-Learaing and re- 
duce men to the Scripture ſimplicity of DoCctrine,and convince them 
that their overmuch Wiſdom is but Folly, and all their over-dorng but 
#1ndoing. 
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The Prologue to MK. 
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GS. I. 


M9 Hough I would not have you reſtrained from revealing 
* Truth, yer if I had been worthy to have been of your 
counſel], I ſhoald have adviſed you to have avoided 
this quarrelſom way, Oug world hath Contention .e- 
nough already 3 and 'it comes not from {o good a root 
(Prov.:3.10.) nor is ir (o good a [ymptom, nor doth 
it produce (uch lovely cites ( Prov.22.10. &-17.19, 
& 29.21.) nordoth ic bring io good a name (*P?ov. 
21,24.) as may make it ſcem defirable.in my eyes: 
Had you conſulted Solomon himſelf, he would have bid 
you [Strive not with 4 mai without a eauſe, if he haue done thee no harm, Prov.3.30 ] 
and [Go not forth haſtily to ſtrive, leſt thou know uot what to do in the end thereof, when 
thy net2hbour hath putthee to ſhame, 25.8.7 for [ The beginning of ſtrife is as when one 
letteth out water : therefore leave 6ff contention before it be medled with, 17.14.] Ir 
ſcems a ſtrangething ro me, thar you could finde no man to deal within the main 
Controverkie here choſen out, that was indeed againſt you, but that you muſt make 
to your ſelf, an adverſary of one that you confels doth not once deny your Con- 
ciuſhion, Unleſs ir be becauſe you are likely with ſuch a one to have the eafielt 
conflict. But then you ſhould have remembred, that the Vifory will be as (mall. 
I prerend nor to ſuch a piercing knowledge, nor to ſuch acquaintance in the invi- 


Nd 


{ib.c regions, as to determine infailibly of what Province or Degree, of what qua- 


lity, albz3 42 atcr, that ſpirit was tha: raiſed the ſtorm of your Paſſions, or tro know 
exactly h's name and ſirname that animated theſe your lines : But ſeeing you are 
pleaſed ro chooſe me for your adverſary, I mult deſire you to bear with me if I 
ſpeak lomerime leſs pleafingiy 3 and to ule what patience you have lefr, as knows 
ing you have drawn.chis trouble upon your ſeif. And whereas you puc me on 4 
double imployment : one to defend the Truihz and the other to detend my ſelf 3 

fo I perform the firſt ſucceſsfully, I hope 1 may be excuſed if T be more negligent 
in the laters yeaif TI give you the day, and freely confeſs as much ignorance. as 
youcharge me with, Itstcue that 1 have not the Ticles or Robes of Honour, and 
as little deſerve them, as you here expreſs, But might L be ſure that I have rigbe 
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[2] 
to that farre better Title ( of piety) which you are pleaſed to beſtow on me, 1 
could eaſily allow you the other, I remember the deſcription of the old Chrittians 
by Minutizs Felix, [Ns qui non habitu ſapientiam, ſed mente preferimus ; non eloqui- 
mur magna, ſed vivimus : gloriamur nos conſecatos quod ills ſumma contextione quaſl- 
verunt, nec invenre potuerunt,] And that of Mirandala | F alicitatem philoſophia que- 
7it, Theologia invenit, Religio poſſuedet,] And to contend for the reputation of being 
Learned, I ſhall ſcatce think is worth my labour, till I have higher thoughts of the 
prize, Mens thoughts and words are a poor felicity. Applauſe is ſuch an aery 
nouriſhment, that T ſee few thrive by : (hough I muſt confeſs that in me, as well 
as in others, the unreaſonable fin of pride is daily ſtirring, and convincing me by 
expcrience thar it is mortified but in part.) O char I may have the honour of be- 
ing a member of Chriſt, and then I can ſpare the vainglory of the world ! Vera 1bi 
gloria erit, ubi laudantis ncc errore quiſquam, nec adulatione laudabitur : Verus honor 
qui nulli negabitur digno ; nulli deferetur indigno : ſed nec ad cum ambiget ullus indignus, 
ubi nullus permatterur cſſe niſe dignus : ſaith AuStin, de Civit. Dei, li ult. cap.ult. Only 
I mult crave this of the Reader, that my confefſed weaknels be no-prejudice ro 
Godstruth : and that he will not judge of the cauſe by the perſon, nor take the 
name or perſon for a fault; which is rhe thing that the ancient Chriſtians did (o 
deprecare of the Pagans, and therefore I hope every Chriſtian will grant. And 
I muſt alſo deſire that want of ſmooth and pleaſing words may not be judged the 
want of truth, Eximvero diſſolut! eſt peforis in rebus ſcriis quarere voluptatem, Cp cum 
tibi fit ratio cum male ſe babentibus atque agris, ſonss auribus infundere dulciores, non 
medicinam vulxcribus admovere : inquit Arnobius li.1, adv. Gent. p.49, Icontels L 
do deeply compaſſionate ordinary Chriſtians, when I think what a hard thing ir 
is for them to diſcern the truth, among all the ſmooth words and plauſible argu» 
ments of Learned contenders, Uſually they think every mans tale good, till they 
hear the other 3 and then they think it bad : and ar lait when they (ee what fair 
glofſes a Leatned man can pur on the worſt cauſe, they are ready to run intothe 


- Other extream, and to believe or regard nothing that they lay. As 2inutins F alto 


laith, [ Altius movcor de toto zenere diſputandi * quod plerumgz pro diſſerentium viribus 
& eloquenie poteſtate, ctiam perificua veritatis conditio mutetuy, _ Id accidere pernotum 
7 auditorum facilitate, qui dum verborum lenocinio a rerum intentionibus avotantur, ſinc- 
delefu aſſemtiuntur ditis omnibus, nec a rei falſa ſecernum, neſciemes incſse oF in ins 
credihil: verum, & inverifemili mendacium. Ttaque quo ſepius aſSeverationibuz credunt, 
eo frequentius a peritioribus arguuntar : fic aſſidue temeritate decepti, culpam judicii tranſ# 
ferunt ad incerti querclam, ut damnatis omnibus maliat univerſa ſuſþendere, quam de 
fallacibus judicare,) Buc ler ſuch at leaſt hold faſt the Foundation, and remember 
that we are all agreed in that. 

'T he Reader thar I expeR ſhould profit by theſe Writings, muſt neicher be u'« 
terly unlearned, nor ſo learned as your (elf, For the former 'are nor yer capable of 
it 3 andthe later are beyond it, and will hardly learn from any but the more learn+ 
ed, It is the younger ſort of Students whoſe edification I intend : who are neither 
quite above, nor below my inſtructions 3 nor ſo engaged to a Party or Opinion, 
but that their mindes lye open to any evidence of Truth, Prevents enim falſe 
epinionts errore humanus auditus, ad veri rationcm percipiendam, durus & perdifficilis 
muenitur, quantiſcunque teſtibus urgeatur, Mavult enim pravi Aogmatis (ententiam , qux 
ſemel infetzs ct, perverſus vindicare, quam hanc eandem tantis divivarum numanarumg; 
legum 4uthoritatibua refutatam ſalubrins immutare : inquis Viigilius contra Eutich. li.1. 
nin. | | 

Lally, 


| [3] | 
_ Laſtly, Tf you ſhould be in theright and I in the wrong in any one Philoſo= 
phical Controverſte, 1 muſt expe thar the Reader do nor thence conclude, that 
you are right in your Theology. And I could wiſh that you had ſo meanthoughts 
of your Philoſophy, as that you might nor build your Theology on it too much 3 
nor think much the better of your Writings, or of your ſelf. For doub:lcſs when 
the Canon of a Council forbad the reading of Heathens Books, theſe things were 
not ſo highly valued as now, T approve not of that exiream neither : bur ſhall 
conclude with that fetious exclamation of Ahenagoras (Legat.per Chriſtian. p.13 14.) 
Tire; h 7 785 ou) Mueumous arcauovmuwy ual mas amethohiag aavormoy, vai Tis 
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S. 2, 
| Pag. 133. M' KR. 
P* the fuller opening of this particular, I will be content to make ſome Digreſs0n from 
your Book, andto ſhew 1, That there can be no new immanent a in God, againſt M* 
Baxter, 2, That there js ſomewhat like Fuſtzfication in that immanent af of God, where= 
Ly he decrees from eternity to juſtifie and condemn men. And 3. that yet that immanent 
aft cannot be ſtiled Fuſtification 3 nor i it meant ſo by Dr. Twifle or Mr.Pcmble 


that I know ; and ſo that Fuſtification is not from cternity : and theu I ſhall returs 10 
you, &C. 


au. 
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. 2, 

R. B.XJOuc Digreflion, methinks, is very ſudden, and the occaſion to a ſtranger 

Yay diſcernable : Its like it was the uncouth apparicion of ſome ruling 
wight of another Ocb, which made upon your intelle& that ſtrange impreſſion, 
which cauſed you to reel thus out of your way, and lead you unhappily into this 
private path, or rather bewildred- you in this Maze where we now finde you, Bur 
whoever Jed you in, charity commands me to do my part to help you our, or ac 
leaſt to warn others that they do not follow you. 

1. Astoyour firſt undertaking, I confe(s it was very ingenuouſly done, to ſay, 
You will do it [againſt Mr, Baxter] and not [againſt his doQrine or option, ] 
acknowledging atrerwards that I deny not your Conclugon. But I am uſe 
to Diſpute againit DoGrines, and not Perſons : and therefore will give you the 
berter in this. | | 

2, Your ſecond undertaking is more admirable then the firſt, For I have met 
with ſome beſides you that dare adventure on the former, but never man that durſt 
attempt tne later. Is it not enough for you to prove Gods Decree of juſtifying 
ro have ſomewhat like Juſtification ? but you mult alſo prove, that the Decree 
both ro juſtifie and condemn, hath fomewhar like Juſtification ? If the Decree ro 
condems a man haye ſomewhat like juſtitying him, tlien rhe Decree to torment 
him in hell hath ſomewhar like gloritying him : and the Decree to kill, hath 
{omerhing in ir like quickening him. You muſt fly ro ſeme general point of i= 
milirude, or ro the Lord Brookes doCtrine, thar all things are One, to make this 
good, Burt if ir were but your overſight, _ I hope hereafter you will be more - 
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compaſſionate to your Brethren, and no more ſo ſolemnly call men ro | ſee the 
hand of heaven, in the pompous diſplay of their folly, ro appear moſt ridiculous 3 
and to adore the hand of God in infatuating their paris,&@c.] as you do by Mr. 
Goodwin for a (miller miſtake then yours. Aias what man. ſo Learned and accu- 
rate, as to be free from all overſights. | 

3. But indeed Sir I cannot ſo eafily excuſe your next errour, annexed to the 
third part of your undertaken-rask 3 where you ſay [Neor is it ſo meant by Dr. 
Twiſs or Mr. Pemblethat I know.) What is it that is nor ſo meant by them * Why 
that this Immanent a& can be ſtitel Juſtification. - You have boldly ventured to 
wrirethus : and I will be bold to try how well. - Either its true, or not true thar 
they ſo meant : It true, and undeniably apparent in the Writings of one of them, 
if not both, and oft repeated by him, and yet Mr. K- knoweth it not, why then 
-he doth not only write before he knows, and V indicate men before he underſtand 
whether they are guilty or innocent, bur makes i: the great motive of his underta- 
king, as [not having the patience to ſee lo worthy Divincs (o unworthily hand- 
led.] It in the midſt of his impatience he knew not this, then ir ſeems ] am nor 
alone ignorant of the buſineſs that I meddle with, But I will lay it opea to rhe 
Jadgement of the Reader, whether the thing be true or falſe? and whether you 
might not with leſs learning have known this if you would ? and ought not to have 
known the caule before ſo zealous a Vindication, 

Dr Twiſs Vind.Grat.li. 1. part 2-S 25. p. (vol.min) 272,273. Sic ſcribit [ Omnt 
afnalis julificatio eft jufiificatio, &@ omnhs juſtificatio ſumpliciter diffa congruenter ex- 
ponenda eſt de juſtificatione afuali. Nam Analogum per ſe poſurum ſtat pro ſamoſori 
ſfignificato.] [Sed libet his paulifer immorari, Buauam erit illa peccatorum Renuſſio 
que fidem conſequetur ; & quam oporteat 5piritus ſanto acceptam referrce? Remiſſis 
enim peccatorum, ſs quidditatem infÞicias, nihil aliud eft quam aut Punitionis Negatio, 
aut Volitionis puniendi negatio. $S1t ergo peccata Remittere, mbil aliud quam nolle punire. 
At hoc nolle punire, ut atus immanens in Deo, futt ab eterno, ncc fidem conſequitur,&c, 
<Quod vero eperatione Spiritus [anti nobis ex hac parte, per fidem contingit, aliud eſſe 

| n0n poreſt quam ſenſus gratie Dei, &c. Yuare ſuquid morie ſua 

* Are not Chriſts nobis impetrat (hriſtus, quod ad peccatorum noſtrorum Remiſs10- 

Merits and the nem attincar, ſenſum * iſtum amoris Divni peecata noſtra remit- 

Spirits gifts here tenths, nobis impctret neceſse eſt. Et pag.279. ci. [Nan juſtitia 

highly honoured? Chriſti dicitur zobis imputari, & merita ipfuus nobis applicari per 

fidem, non coram Deo, fed apud conſcientias noſtras : quatenus per 

fdem generatur in cordibus nsſtris (cenſus & agnitio hujus ſalutaris applications ex amore 
De? quem ex fide guſtumus ; & ſpiritualiter ſentinrus nos juſtificantem, w& in filios ſuos 
adoptantem, ex quo naſcitur pax conſcientia. VYuare ante fidem hec Chviſti juſtiria 10- 

ftra fuit, quatenus ex inteutione Dei patrks & Chriſti mediatorts pro nobis praſtita, &c. 
Sed advenicute fide quam in cordibus noſtris Sp. ſanctus acccuiit, wm demum agnoſcitur 

& percipitur hic amor Dei erga nos in Chriſto Feſu, UYnde dicitur juſtitia Chriſti emputari 

nobis per fidem, quia non niſs per fidem dignoſcitur a Deo nobis imputari : e tum demum 

juſtificari dicimur ejus generis juſtificatione, atq; abſolntione a peccatss noſiris, qua pace 
mngenerat conſcientiis noſtris. Hoc autem duobus argumentis confirmo, 1. Luis per j i= 

ſtitiam Chriſti non modo aſSequimur remiſſuonem peccatorum, ſed & fidem ipſam, atq; re- 
fepiſcentiam, hoc «ft, cordis circumcifionem, Eph.1.3. ergo etiam ante fidem && reſipi- 
ſcemiam applicatur nobic juſtitia (hriſti, utpote propter quam gratiam aſSequimur effica- 
cem ad credendum in Chridtum & agendum penitentiam, Alterum ct, quia juſtificatio 

O& abſolutio, pront fiznificant atm divine voluntatis immanentem , ſunt ab aterno. 


Huius 


[5] | 

H nius autem volumaths notificatio externa, per modun abſolutions cujuſdam judicialis &f 
forenſis, qua fit per verbum &f ſþ iritum, pro tribunali conſcientiz uniuſcujuſq;, hac eſt 
la juſtitiz Gbriſti imputatio, inemg; juſi:ficatio & rcmiſſio atque abſolutio qua fidem 
conſequrrur,} Et cont-prafat. p.18.b. Extra comroverſiam eſt remrſſionem peccatorum 
prout et afus in Deo immancns antecedcre neſtram- fidem e& reſipiſcemiam-: N obis vers 
nou nife per fidem innoteſcit, cujus ctiam fiducia muito adhuc confirmatior evadit per re» 
fepiſcentiam.) 7 | 

Lib.1. Part.2.p.272. | Fuſtificationcm vero © Reconciliationem pro codem habcrt 
ab eArminio ( quod & verum eſt ) gc. And he oft maintainerh the ererniry of Re- 
conciliation, 

Lib.z, P.2. pag.434. [ Ergo ctiam ante fidem Deus nobys reconciliatus eft : neque 
enim niſt jam reconciliatns & propitius gratificatur nobjs fidem. Luid quod remiſſio 
peccatorum & acceptaiio noſtri, Non niſi a&us internos & immanemtes 74 Des no» 
tant : cujus gencris actiones non ſuboriuntur Deo de novo,] Lege li, & pollea | Fuxta 
iſta diſtinguere poterimus de reconciliatione dupliciter df ; Nam && Deus reconctliduit 
10s fabi in Chriſto quoad rci veritatem: & in miniſtris ſuis poſuit verbum reconciliation, 


. quoad cjuſdem pratioſe veritatis euidentiam & manfeſtationem. &1c cum inimici eſſemus 


dicimur reconciliati fuiſſe Deo quoad rei veritarem : quod tamen nou nift ver Evangely 
pradicationem fit quead ejuſdem veritatis patefaftionem & ſalutarem commitnicationem.” 
Et p.433. | At Armimus applicationem remſſionis peccatorum, ita iuterpretarz videtur, 
ut per applicationem fiat, & jam quaſs de novo eſſe incipiat : quaſi vero nou requiratur, 
ut jam antca exiſtas qued applicandum eſt. Nobis vero ſic inſtnuendum videtur, Chriſtus 
morte ſua nobis procurauit redemtionem 4 feccatis, cum Deo reconciliationem, C& pecea- 
torum omnium remiſſionem ; .que quidem per pradicationem Evangeli & per fidem, notis 
applicantur, non ut feut, ſed ut nobis inuotcſcant. Nam rationem emnem ſuperat quomodo- 
applicari poſſis illad quod noudum eſt, &c,} Pag. 434. Noſtra vero interpretatzo fic pro- 
cedit : Chriſtus nobis acquiſivit morte ſua redemptionem efficacem ep aftualem, id eſt, 
aftualem peccatorum remiſſionem, & reconciliationem cum Deo, Applicantuy autem iſta 
per predicatiozem Evangely, non ut de nevo frant, ſed ut nobis innoteſcant,&c. eAt tn» 
quies, aflualis Remiſſis peeatorum eſt ipſa Fuſtificatio : Fuſiificatio ſequitur fidem : 
nam fide juſtificamur : ergo nemine peccata remittuniur antequam credat. Refpondes, 
Cum docet Apoſtolus nos fide juſtificari, mbil alind ex inſjituto docet, quam nos juſtifi- 
eari pcr [anguinem Chriſti, froe propter Chriſtum crucifixum.] And in the Ingex he 
owns it, that Remiſſio actualis eſt Ftiſtificatio « and therefore we may take whar he 
ſaith of remiſſion as meant of Juſtification, 

The like Lib.z3.pag.18, & lib. :.p.2. pig. 272, which we before cited part of 
[ Nec ſaue occurrit ſpecies aliqua rationis, cur-reconciltatio cogatuy- in ordinem cum mmpe- 
trationue remiſſionks, Fuſtifications & redemptionis , potius quam cum aftuali Remiſſione, 
Fuſtificatione & Redemptione,] So that he puts aRtual Juitification with Remifſion 
and Reconciliation. . | 

So contra Cervinum pag. 48, Et quid quaſs Adoptio cit quam conſequimnur per fidem t- 
Dick eſfe Arceptationem Dei, uid autem cſ} i cceptatio ? Arinon allus in Deo imma» 
nens? Anvero afius Deo immancns ſuperventt de novo ? 

Its undeniable in this that Twiſſe doth not only affirm Remiſſion and Reconci- 


liation and Adoption to be.before we are born, immediatiy on Chriſts death 3. 


but alſo to be immanent Ads, and from Eternity ; and though he be more ſel» 


dom in thus uſing the word. [Juſtification] yer he afftums Reconciliation and 


Remiſſion ( which be ſaith are ftiom Eteinity ) to be the ſame thing with Juſti- 
hcation ; yea he cxpreſly emitleth that crernal immanent aR {, Juſtification] 
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And did he only affirm Remiſſion and Adoption and Reconciliation and Acce- 
pration to be immanent ads and from eterniry,I beleeyg tew ſober men will rhink 
it any better, then to affirm the ſame of Juſtification. - Yea he plainly intimates 
a diſtinQion of Juſtification : one from erernity, or from Chriſtsdeath, and'the 
other upon our believing : And therefore when he ſpeaks of Jultificarion by faith, 
he cals it [that ſort of Juſtification] intimating the other ſort. 

Now for Mr.*Pemble, as he expreſly maintains Jultification tn foro Dei to be 
long before weare born, even on Chriltsdying, fo that is all one to our purpoſe, 
as if he maintained it to be trom eternity. And it were meet that ſome of you 

ſhould have ſhewed betore now, what Tranhient a& ir is by 
* T pray you Sir which particular finners not yet born (and therefore not yer 
remember to do ſinners) are jultified ar Chriſts dearh * ? Tf ir were ( as Mr. 
this in your next. Pemble intimates, I think) Gods accepting the Price, its 

worth the while ro ſhew thar to be Temporal and Tranſient, 
when Dr. Twiſs will have his accepting of man in Adoption tobe immanent and 
erernal : Bur if you maintain Gods juſtifying aG ar Chriſts death ( whether un- 
derraken or ſuffered) ro be an immanent a&, then it muſt be before Chriſts 
death, eveneternal roo. Mr. Pembles words are, Vind. Grat. p.21. [But with a 
diſtin&ion of Juſtification, 1. In foro Divino, in Gods ſight; and this geeth 
before all our ſanifcation, For even whilſt the Ele& are unconverted, they 
are then aRually juſtified and freed from all finne by rhe death of Chriſt : and 
God ſo eſteems of them as free, and having accepred ot thar (atisfation, is atu- 
ally reconciled tothem. By this Juſtification we are freed from the guilt of our 


ſinnes : and becauſe that is done away, God in due time proceeds to give us the 


grace of ſan&ification to free us from finnes corruption, Kill inherent in our per= 
lons* 2. In foro conſcientie, in our own lenle: which is but the Revelation and 
certain Declaration of Gods former ſecret a& of accepting Chritts Righteouſneſs 
to our Juſtification,] So pag.23. he [peaks again of the ſame Juſtification n foro 
Dei, and ſaith, thar all rhe tinnes of the Elec are aQtually pardoned, the Debt= 
Book crofled, the hand-writing cancelled, cc, and that this grand tranſa&ion 
between God and the Mediator Jeſus Chriſt was concluaed on and diſpatchrt in 
heaven long before we had any being either in nature or grace,] This phraſe of | 
[diſpatching ir in heaven] makes me conjeCture that it will prove ſome immanent 
att which they call Juſtification at Chriſts death, Lay all this together, and 
judge whether it be true thar neither Dr, Twiſs nor Mr. Pemble, do mean that the 
immanent a& can be Rtiled Juſtification. Or 'if it were true, wherher Juſtifica- 
tion before we are born, is not an errour fir tobe reſiſted, Indeed ir is true that 
Mr. K. ſaith, that neither Dr, Twi nor Mr. Pemble did ever mean, that [ the 
Decree of | God from eternity to jultife and condemn men, is to be called Juſti- 
fication :J] For the Decreeto condemn men cannot well be called Juſtification : 
Bur I believe this being but Mr. K, overſight, he will not make ule of ir to juſtifie 
his third Propoſition, | 
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S. 3- 
| Mr. K. Digrefſion. P. 1. | 
AJ Berner there may be a new immanent AC in God ?J Tothe firſt, Py an 
| immanent af, we mean ſuch as is terminated in the Agent; and not in any thing 
without it, Now that there can be any new immanent a# in God, M. Baxter og nos 
adven- 


[7) 


8dventure to affirm, Only he is pleaſed ro ſay this ; [That all immanent as in God are 


eternall, he thinks is quite beyond our nnderſtanding to know. Aphor. pag, 174-] 
—_ 7 cafieth out ſomewhat t0 render it ſuſpefied, p. 173. which I ſhall examine by 
(AN . 
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R, B. Hey ſay of thoſe that are bred ſouldiers and uſed to bloodſhed and Vi- 

Rory, thar the ſtaze muſt make them freſh work and finde rhem con- 
ſtant imployment, or elſe rhey will make work and finde imployment for theme 
ſelves. A Polemical Divine much uſed to Diſputations, and thereby to the glory 
and Trinmphb of ViRory, is, as it ſeems by this Learned man, in the ſame caie, 
Mr. Goodwin found bim not work enough, and rather then he would want more, 
he makes to himſelf an adverſary ( for he ſaith, it is againſt Mr. Baxter ) which 
here in the beginning he contefleth, makes not himſelf one, fo much as by a de- 


nial of his Propoſition, or an affirming the contrary. Could you finde never a man 


inthe world to deal with, that affirmed that there may be new immanent as in 
God ? If you could, they had been fitter for you totake in hand: For its like, 
they would purpoſely have. maintained that aſſertion with ſome ſhew of reaſon : 
If you could not 5 then' your docrine is ſo univerſally received, that I ſhould 
think it ſhould not need your Arguments now to ſupport it : And then you may 
well conelade, asyou do, that you have done little by this Diſpute 3 it you have 
but laboriouſly maintained that which no man denies. But it ſeems to me it was 
ſome reaſons ab homine, from the perſon of your cholen-feigned adverſary, rather 
then fromthe cauſe that allnred or impelled you to this encounter, 

As you well begin with ſome cxplication of your ſenſe, ſowill I alſo : and 
the rather ſeeing I have little elſe to do. I defire the Reader therefore to under= 
ſtand this much of my thoughts about the ſubjeR in hand, before I proceed 
further. BT | 

1. Ingenerall, I am very ſtron2ly perſwaded that ir is one of the greateſt fins 
that a great part of Pious Learned Divines are guilty of, that they audacionfly 
adyenture to diſpute and determine unrevealed things 3 and above all others, abour 
the Na:ureand Acions of the Incomprebenſfible God, And that this is The very 
thing that hath divided, weakned and ruined the Church, more then any one 
thing, except plain contempt of God : And that it is under the wounds of theſe 
overwiſe mens Learning, that the poor Church hath Jain bleedins many hundred 
years, Our Contentions, Envyings, Heart-burniage, by perverſe zeal, and much 
of all our warres and calamities, are {ong of this finnein theſe men 2 That as rhe 
Romith Clergy are juſtly eſteemed the greatet Schiſmaticks on earth, for their 
audacious and unmercitull additions to the Creed, making ſuch a number of new 
Keys which heaven muſt be opened and ſhut Þy, which God never made: So are 
thoſe zealous Learned men, the cruel dividers cf the Church, by occafioning our 
contentions, that will with boldneſs pry into things unrevealed, and with confi« 
dence and peremptorinels determine them,” and then with long 2nd ſubtil and fer- 
vent arguings maintain them, arid make them ſeem neceſſary &o the peace of the 
Church, or the {ſoundneſs of our taith, Scarce any onething hath more ſully diſco= 


vered to me the trailty and fearfull pravity of man, rhen this : To think, that ſo + 


filly a worm ſhould be no more acquainted with his 2wn weakneſs, and the infinite 
diltance between God and man z and ſhould ſo confidently think that he knows 
| what 


E. 
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What he doth not know ! yea and what he cannot know ? yea and be angry with 
all the world char wiil not (ay, I's true 3 and will not believe that he knows what 
he pretends co know ! It a man ſhould perſwade me that I know how many An- 
gels are in heaven, or how many daies it will be till Chriſts coming to Judgement, 
ene would think it were no hard matter for me to know that I donot know any 
fuchrhiug. Bur if T ſhould periwade my felt that I know ir, and ſhould expe& 
that a. £: 44ers ſhould believe that I know it and would wiite Volumes to prove it, 
and count all thoſe ignotant or erroneous that will not believe me, or chat will not 
{ay they knew it when they do not, as well as I, whether this were the part of a 
man awakeand in his wits, ler others judge. How much more beyond our reach 
is the unſearchable nature of God, further then he hath revealed himſelf in his 
Works and Word, which, alas, aftordeth us bur a glimpſe of his backparrs, Yea 
the wonder is yct greater that thele ſame Learned Divines, when they are at a nou- 
plus in their arguing, will plead mans ignorance and incapacity to pur off their 
adverſary and blame others for roo bold enquiries and intruſions into Gods fe- 
crets: and moſt of our Reformers do ſpeak .hardly of the Schoolmen for it ( and 
very deſervediy) and yet will not ſee the guilt in themſelves. No man ſpeaks 


- more againſt his own natural inclination in this rhen Ido: I feel as great a deſire 


t0.Know, and to pry into any thing that others have diſputed, and as much natu- 
rall delight inthe reading of the moſt audacious [ubtil Diſpurers, as others do. I 
was wont to [ay,.I could get more out of Aquinas, Scotus, Durandus, and ſuch like 
inaday, then out of many Ancient Fathers, and later Treatiſers, in a moneth. 
Bur I inde that as deſfice ro know was the beginning of our, miſery, lo is ir the 
continuance. Why do men fear themſelves no more, in. thar which innocent 
eAdam was undone by ? I finde char this bait of knowing things unrevealed, doth 
but entice men into vain hopes, and labours, and ſelf-deluding promiſes, and 
Hatrer men into a pleaſant lofs of time ( and worſe :) and in the end faileth all 
their expe&ations : and the Learned Diſputers come off as Adam did, with Gods 
acknowled2ement that he was like God in knowing good and evil (Ironically, as 
ſome Divines think 3 or expreſling bis unhappinels plainly, as others.) Thoſe 
leaves of Bradwardine and Twiſs Vind, and de ſcient,Med, &c. which 1 was wont 
ro reade with longing and delight, I confeis I look on now with fear 3' and many 
Learned Schoolmen (ſpecially on the farſt Book of the Sentences) I read, as I hear 
men [wear or take Gads name lightly in their common talk ; even ſeldom, un- 
willingly (looking for other matrer) and wich horrcur. Yet how ofc doth Dr. 
Twiſſc tell eArminius and Dc. Fackson of the {infulnel(s, unſafeneis and uncertainty 
of departing from the Scriptures in theſe high things, about the Nature and De» 
Crees of God ? And whar Bradwardine excellently (2ith, 1 deſire the Reader to 
ſee in him, de Cuuſa Dei, 1.1.c.1, corol. 33. But eſpecially I deſire the Reader 10 
peruſe thar excellent Epiſtle of Coluixs in Beverovicins de Termino Vita 3 which 
contains whar 1 havea minde further to have ſaid of this : with Gebicuf's firit 
Chapt. de Libertate Dei (1ib,z, de lib,) which ſhews how far God is above all our 
higheit names and notions 2 and thar Ders ab ills Liber ef: with much more a= 
gainft the Dof&cine that T oppoſe, See-ailo Card. Contarenus de officio Eprſcopi, opc- 
rum p.410, 411, and what he citerh our of 7 zonyſius, And I intreat you toreade 
ſeriouſly that nocable paſlige, 1 Tim.6. 3,4,5. where pride is ſhewed ro be the 
root , and ſuppoled knowledge ſaid ro be but Doting, and they are (aid to 
knaw nothing, that thought they knew molt, and the {ad efteRs of all are ma- 
nifeſted, | 


a. Ido 


[9] 


2». 1 do chink that moſt of our profound Diſputes, wherewlcth the Dominicary 
and. Jeſuires, the Arminians and Antiarminians have Learnedly eroubled the 
world, are guilty in part, of this hainous finne before mentioned: and that theſe 
greac Doors do diſpure for themoſt part of they know not whar, I contels its 
uſual wich men thar know little rhem(elves,to think that others know as little, and 
ro meaſure the knowledge of other men by their ewn : and ſo its poflible I may 
\ undervalue the Learning of theſe men, becauſe having none my ſelf, I cannor un» 
derſtand the largenels of their capacities, and ſublimity of their ſpeculations. 
However I am ſure I am wiſer an] cipher in one point then I was: For when I 
Keeped my thoughts in their ſpeculations, and was my ſelf of the ſame expreſs opt 
nion With ove of the parties, I rhought that T begun to grow ſomewhat wile my 
ſelf 3 bur now I know I was deceived, and it was my folly, and that I knew got 
what I thought I knew. And though I will be bolder to befool ſuch a one as my 
ſelf, then men of ſuch ſublime incomprehenſible knowledge z yet its my opinion 
that they are but men 3 and what a man is though I do nor yer fully know, yet L 
am daily both ſtudying and trying : and experience which i, the teacher of fools, 
hath caught me this much of him 3 that he is no Deity 3 nor one of the Intelligen- 
ces that moveth or comprehendeth the orbs 3 that the wiſeſt are not ſo wile as 
they would ſeem, or as they imagine themſelves 3 rhar all rheir conceptions which 
they judge ſo comprehenſive are comprehended in the compa(ls of a narrow skull, 
and there lodged in a puddle of ſuch brains, and humours, that a little knock it 
it bit right may make the wiſeſt man an Ideot, and drive out all that profound 
* Learning which M*R, thinks is (o near kin to the knowledge of God. I confeſs 
of late I have accuſtomed my elf ro ſuch mean though's of man and his imagina- 
tions, and ſuch high thoughts of God, that I reade many of the profoundeſt 
School Divines (whom yet in ſome reſpe&3 I honour) as I hear children dil- 
courſing of State matters, or "Theology 3 or 3s if I heard two diſputing in. their 
ſleep. The Serpent hath begniled us as be did Eve, by drawing us from the fim- 
plicity thar is in Chriſt, Vain Philoſophy hath been rhe bair to deceive the 
Church : And ſo we are judiciouſly broken in pieces and ruined z and have learn» 
ed to our coſt ro know geod and evil. I think there is no hope of the Churches 
recovery bur by returning to the primitive Chriſtian fimplicity 3 and ufing Ari- 
ſtotle as a help in Naturals, bur not preferring him before Chriſt in the teaching 
of the higheſt ſpeculations of Theology, as if we mult go learn Gods nature of 
Ariſtoile, where Chriſt leaveth us at a loſs, 
proteſfing themſelves wiſe became —— ſhall become too!s that they may be wile, 
and come quite back again to their cognoſce teipſum, then they may know more of 
God then they yet do, and yer perceive har they know leſs then they thought 
hoy had known: and then their knowledge will edifie which now put- 

eth up. 

3. I think that man can have no poſitive proper conception of God, at eaſt 
beſides exs (which the Scotiſts think-proper) and-thir there is no word in humare 
languae that can expreſs Gods nature in {tri& propriety, bur all our notions of 


him re (o exceeding imperfe&, that they expreſs more of our ignorance rhen of 


our knowledge, White is bold to ſay ( Tnſtitat. Peripatet. 1.4. lc. 9, 10,) that 
none of the Names thar we artribute ro God, hath a notion which hath in God 
| a formall obje& : and thar that ſcience is of all other the moſt ſublime and proper, 


which inquireth into the impropriery ef the names thar are ſpoken of God, and de- 
nicth chem all as to him, 


D 4. I think 


When thoſe Learned men, who 
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4: T' think that there is no ſuch thing in God as Underſtanding, Knowledge, 
Will, Intention, Decree, Ble&Qion, Love, &c. as thele are by men conceived of, 
and expreſſed : And that man knows not what it is in God formally which thefe 
terms are uſed by him to expreſs. And that it is a farre leſs improper ſpeech to 


ſay, that the Firmament is a nutſhell, or the ſun is a glow- worm, or to deno- 
minate the reaſon of men from the apprehenſions of a fly or a worm, then to at 


tribute Underſtanding, Will,;&&'c. ro God. What the impropriety. is,we ſhall ſpeak 


to more anon. | | 

5. Therefore all thoſe reaſonings concerning Gods Nature or AQs, which 
are drawn mcerly from the nature and a&s of man,as concluding from a ſuppoſed 
Analogy of attribution (much more a formal Identity) is a vain deceittull rea- 
ſoning. 

6. Yer as Scripture ſpeaks of God in terms improper, according to mans ca- 


Pacity, and fercht from mans nature and a&s, {v muſt we both conceive and 


ſpeak : thac is, nor believing that theſe are proper expreſſions or conceptions of 
God, but har there is that in God which we cannot now more fitly conceive of 
then under theſe notions, or ficlier expreſs then.in thele recms. God harh nothing 
properly called Knowledge or Will : bur he hath or is that Which man cannot fat- 
ter expreſs or conceive of then under ke notion of Knowledge and Will : Bur 
what it is, God knows. We muſt ſay, God knows, and. God willeth 3 and God 
muſt ſay ſoto us : For elſe man could not hear or ſpeak of God, if God conde- 


ſcended not. ro the language and capacity, of man. (,amero (aith, even of 'our 


- moſt perfe& ſtare of glory, thar Frai Deo nil alind eſt quam potentie, ſapientia, bo. 


nitatis divine frutum percipere, quem creature modus & ratio ferre poteft, &c. Et vie 
detur Deus experiunds quis fit (1.Jo 3.) Et qualem'ſe erga nos praſict, caterum (quic- 
qnid d:Fitent ſcholaſtici, homines acuti quidem, ſed tm hoc argumento nimss acuti, invi- 
ſebilk cft vel Angelis, quibus ad Dei confpeFum nulla peccati labes, ſola natura imbecilli- 
14s (creature enim ſunt) aditum interclufit. Prelef- de Verb. Dei, Glaſc. c.7.p.455. 
I am more certain that even the eye of our underſtanding hath nodiceR and proper 
ſight of God, while we are in the fleſh. 

7. Ye: theſe attributions of Knowledge and Will, to God, are not falſe- 
hoods, for there is really ſomewhat in God which theſe are made the impro- 
per o—_ of. Equivocals and Analogies are. not eo zomine alle ex- 

reſſ10ns. | 
: 8. Iam ſo farre from thinking that it is by Analogy of Attribution ( as the 
Schoolmen call it) that Knowledge, Will, @c. are attributed ro God and the 
creature 3 that 1 think theſe aſcribed ro God by an excceding farre ferchr mera- 
phor, further then (as 1 ſaid) if I ſhould call Heaven a nutſhell ; rhere being a 
thouſand fold more likeneſs between theſe, then berween Gods Knowledge and 
Will, and mans : For berween finite and Infinite there is no proportion. Yea l 
will not undertake to prave that the Ratio homonymie is not in Us, only, and nor at 


- all inthe Things. 


9. Yet no doubt, the thing meant by Knowledge and Will when attributed ro 
God, is not only, as many ſay, molt cminemily in God, bur is ſolely in God 3 
that which is called knowledge and will in man being nor the ſame thing, bur toro 
genere drverſum. Burt yer the conception.that we have of Gods Knowledge and 
Will is but improper derived from the ſuppoled, fpmzile, viz. our own underſtand - 
ing and will, which repreſenteth it with exceeding imperfetion. So that 
the terms of Knowledge, Will , Decree, &c. are [poken firſt and properly 

| of 
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of the creature, and thence improperly of God. | | 

10. Yet TI acknowledge that though all theſe terms of Attribution, as to God, 
are exceeding improper, yet there are degrees of impropriety 3 ſome being more 
improper then others are: And ſo I doubt nor but that the terms that are raken 
from humane paſlions and imperfe&ions are more improperly applied tro God,then 
theſe forementioned of Underſtanding and Will, &«. 

And thus I have told you ſome of my thoughts, that M*K. may know on what 
terms todeal with me, and not contend with one whoſe minde he underſand= 
eth not. | | 

And aSto his deſcription of Immanent Ads, I deny that there is any ſuch 
thing as an AQ in God terminated in himſelf, ſuppoſing that you ſpeak nor of a 
meer obje&ive rermination ( as I know you do nor 3 For elſe you would call ma- 
ny of theſe tranſient a&s, as having an extrinſick obje&,) As I acknowledge no 
certainty of a proper A& in God, ſo I acknowledge no poſitive termination of 
that which in him we callan AQ 3 and we call it immanent bur in that negative 
ſenſe which the later clauſe of your deſcription doth expreſs. We are like to 


make a good diſpute of it, when I am forced to deny rhe ſubjeR, as being a 
Chymara. | 


NR i. 


S. 4- 
| Mr-K.]N the mean time, 0us of the reſpec I bear to the memory of Dr. T wiſſe, I can- 


not forbear to ſay, that Mr. Baxter had better conſulted his own bonour if he 
had ſaid nothing to the diſparagement of that Reverend aud Renowned Doflor : of 
whom he ſpeaks very ſleightingly more then once in his otherwiſe excellent Treatiſe of 
Infant- Baptiſm, and in all his other Books : In which I could wiſh there were not ſome- 
what of the Dofrinal part not anſwering that of the Devetional What Dr. Twiſle 
hath ſaid of Fobifewien from eternity, upon this ground, that there can be no new imna- 
nent at in God, aud how much ſome in the Synod ſaid againſt bim, and how little he 


replied for himſelf matters not: he was now grown old, 


Et videas feflos Rhadamanthon & Aacon annis, 
Et Minoa queri 


Like exough, Multum murarus ab illo 
HeRore qui redit exuvias indutus Achillis. 


When he beat Arminius, Corvinus, Tilenus, Penortus, Bellarmine, Dy. Jack- 
ſon, and T know not how many more out of the field; & ſolus vacua dominacus 
arena left them all bleeding, as Mr, Goodwin would haveſaid, at the feet of his Wri- 
tinge. It may be he was now at laſt, but magni nominis umbra, but whoſe very 
name really did moſt of the ſervice, and I am ſure was that formidable thing to 
the learued Adverſary : But as old as he was, I queſtion not bat he could have 
eafily made this good , There is no uew 1mmanent at in God] againſt all that 
oppoſed him in the Synod , and Mr. Baxter to boot: and I would fain hear any 


of them all that oppoſed him , to give a ſatisfafFory anſwer but to this one Argue 
Ment» 
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R. B. END need not argue me toa higher reſpe& ro Dr. Twiſſe then I have 


ever manifeſted, except you would have me ſay, He was a God, or 
an Angel, or an Infallible man, 

2, It you cannot forbear, as you ſay, its pity you ſhould be hindered : Men 
and women muſt ſpeak when their lift is ſo great, Who can hold that which will 
away? 

= I confeſs that I did not much conſult mine Honour in that writing. Elſe 
you had not found your ſelf work as you have done intheſe leaves, 1f you mean 
the Honour of my Honeſty, your proof muſt do more ro the determination then 
your aſſertion : If you mean the Honour of my Learning, do not you know well 
_ h, how little I have to conſult ? He that hath nothing , bach nothing 
ro 1Ote, 

4. [ Sleightingly ] is a word that will Rretch, and therefore I will nor 
charge you with untruth, In one mans ſenſe, he fleights a man thar cals 
him | that famous excellent Divine ::] but in another. mans, ſlcighting ftz- 
nifierh the eſteeming of a man below his worth, and exprefling to much, or 


ſetting light by a man. IT am miſerably troubled with thoſe kinde of people 


that cannor endure |[ fleighting J as they call it, above all folks in the world. 
(1 uſe rocall themplainly, Proud people, here inthe Countrey 3 but it I were 
to talk to Learned men I would uſe more manners.) They think I fleight them, 
if I do not applaud them, or complement with them, or if I commend them nor 
With ſo loud a voice as they expeR ( and they area people that are never low in 
their expeRations :) or if Ido but praiſe another above them, or [peak to ano= 
ther before them, or be ſhort withrhem ( when 1 am baftie ) when they look for a 
longer more reſpe&full diſcourſe 3 yea if my Hat ſhould be over mine eves thar I 
fee-rhem not, or my memory ſo fail me as that I forger them; rheſe and abundance 
more am guilty of ſleighting every day, that Fam now-grown accultomec4 to the 
vice, and ſhameleſs in hearing ir charged upon me. Bur I (uſpe& chat my (lejzht- 
ing Dr. Twiſſe conlilteth in my ſuppoſing him to erre, and telling the world (o : 
that is, in taking him robe a man : for hymanum eſt errare: and for laying he 
knew but in part, thar is, that he was not glorified on earth. by perfection, It 
you could have charged me with any more then this, would you not have done it ? 
JI (ay, would you nor ? when the Vindication of this Reverend man was the end 
of your encountring me? and it boyled ſo hot on your ſtomack, rhar | you could 
not forbear : you had nor the parience to ſee ſo Worthy men (o urworthily hand- 
led.] Yea your ſelf affirm-rhat which is his dodtrine to be untrue, and yer I {l-ighr 
him for ſaying ſo !' Lay this with the commanded Adoration of the footſteps, 


and it ſeems, it is high matters indeed rhat you expe. FT donbr, by this, that you 


will ſay, I flight you before I have done, either becauſe I praile you nor enough, 
or becauſe I rake you not for infallible and indefeRible, or becauſe 1 vaiue Dr. 
T wiſſe-or Mr.Pemble (o very, very, very tarre before you3 when yer I am accute4 
of ſlighting them. Sir, theſe Reverend men, | doubr nor, are perfeCted Saints 
in heayen, and hate pride ſo much, that it they know it, they wilt give Jirtle 
thanks ro him that will contend for rhe honour of their Infallibiliry, yea or for 
the guilding over any of their errours z much leſs, it their honour ſhou'd be made 
a. inare. ro the entangting of the godly, and a means. to the Fromeng. Fe 
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Kingdom of darkneſs, and oppcfing thar Truth which' they love better then 


their Honevrs, and the diſhonowring of that God whoſe glory is their fe-' 


licity. 

Yea let me tell you that I rake my ſelf bound in conſcience to ſay more then 
evcr I have yer ſaid, and that is this [ All young Students that will deigne to take 
advice from ſo mean a man as I, as ever you would preſerve your graces and con= 
verſarions, preſerve ,your Judgements z and as ever you would maintain the Do- 
Erine of Chriſt,take heed of the Errors of the Antinomians:and as ever you would 
eſcape the ſnare of Antinemianiim, take heed of theſe principal Articles of it fol- 
lowing : [ That Chrifts ſatisfaQion is ours qua praſtita, before the Application 3 
and that ſo far, as that we are aQtually Pardoned, Juſtified, Reconciled and A- 
dopred by it before we were born, muck more before we believe : yea that Adopti- 
on and Remiſlion of fin are immanent a&s in God, and ſo are from eternity, even 
before any death of Chrilt, or efficacy of it : That pardon of fin is nothing but 
Ve.'enon Punire: That Jultification by faith is nothing but Juſtification #n foro 
con{cicntia, or the ſenſe of that in our hearts, which was really ours from eternity, 
or frem Chriſts death, or both: Thar juſtifying faith is the feeling or appre- 
henſion of Gods eternal Love, Remiſtion and Adoption] 1 ſay,take heed of theſe 
maſter-Points of Antincmianiſm : And as ever you would avoid theſe, take heed 
how you receive them on the reputarion and plauſible words of any Writer: and 
eſpecially of D' Twiſs, who is tuil of ſuch paſſages, ard being of greater learning 
and eitecm then others is liker to miſled you, For you know, if you receive thele 
then you mult reccive the reſt, if you diſcern the concatenation. - For if all your 
fins were pardoned as loon as Chriſt died, then what need you pray. for pardon, 
or Repent or Believe or be Baptized for pardon ? then God loved you as well 
when you were his enemies, as fincez and then how can you be reſtrained from 
fan by fear ? &c. And that you may know I ſpeak not this in flighting of the 
Dc Ror, as Mr, K. chargeth me. 3x, I profels todo ir mainly for Gods glory 
and Truth, and for the love of ſouls. 2. I rake my ſelf the rather bound to it, 
becauſe } was once drawn my lelt'to ſome of theſe opiniens by the meer high efti- 
mation ot Mr. Pcmble and Dr. Twiſſe, 3. I profels itil] moſt highly ro love and 
revcrence the names of. thele two bleſled excellent men, as formerly I never honou- 
red any two men more, For Dr.Twiſs, 1 am more bcholden to his Writings for 
that little knowledge I have then almolt any one mans, beſides : and for Mr, Pem- 
ble, for ought 1 can (ce in his Book of Juſtification, he revoked this ſame errour 
which in his YVizdic. Grat. he hath delivered : (ure I am, no two mens Writings. 
have been more in my hands, and few mens nam-s are yet ſo highly honoured in: 
my heart. | 

"This much Ttake my (clf bound to publiſh for a common warning. And T 
would further advilc all to take heed how they entertain Dr, Twiſs s doErine about 
the cauſe of fin 3 of which I ſhall be ready to give my reaſon when L-have acall 3 
but will not nowcigrels io far. 

5. Foryour gocd wiſh [ that my Books had not ſomething in the DoQrinal 


part not anſwering the devotional] I thank you, Bur, alas, ignorance and errour: 


will not be healed witha with: Many a ycar have I ſtudied and praied 'againſt. 
them, and yet they thick by me ſti]l. Bur had I erred inthe Foundation, it would: 
have ſpoiled my Devorion : for non redte vivitur, ubi de Deo non beuc-creditur ; And: 
I hed rather be defc&ive in lefler dofrinais, then in Devorion- And though I 


am as confident that you ere in ſome of your DcQrinals ( as I ſhall anon mani» 
D 3, felt) 
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wiſhed me. | 


. ſouls of men, and the peace of the Church ſo much endangered ? A Gallio might F 


| ( frequently and plainly uttered ) for their Defence 3 and the DoQors cauſe be- 


[14] 
feſt ) as you are of my erring, yer I heartily wiſh your Devotion be as good as 
your Judgement in DoQrine 3 and I think I wiſh you a greater bleſſing then you 


6. I do not well reliſh your exceeding celdneſs in Gods cauſe, who are ſo hot 
for man : When ir is for the honour of your Learned Brethren; { you have nor 
patience, you cannot forbear.] Bur what Dr, Twiſſe hath ſaid for Juſtification 
from Ecernity, onthe ground that there is no new immanent a& in God, this 
you lay, Matters not : Is it a phraſe beſeeming a Preacher of Chriſts Truth to ſay, 
[It matters n0t ?] When that Truth is contradicted info high a Point ? and the 


ng. ile f ay C-- 
EEE nom etegs ature? ww, 4.aex. cas AN og ———_—_ 
EF A, oe Ee a $ oo 6-S te hed} —_— 
& 5 , : ; 


betrer have ſpoke thus. England hath not ſped ſo well by the Antinomians of late, 
asthat any knowing friend of it, ſhould (ay, It matters not, when ſuch great Di- 
vines promote their cauſe. | 


7. And where you alſo ſay, that [ it matters not what ſome in the Synod ſaid 


againſt him, and how little he ſaid for himſelf,] I am not of your minde, 1. Is 


it only the veſtigia Doforis Twiſſi & M, KR; that are tobe adored? You ſhall give 1 
me leave ro honour you much, and the Do&or more, but the Aﬀembly more ; 


then eirher of you. 2. I do not think the Door was ſo weak, or at leaſt a good 


cauſe ſo friendleſs in the Afembly, but that himſelf or ſome other would have 
done {ſomething conſiderable to the juſtification of his cauſe, if it had been juſti- 
fiable. 3. I will be bold to ask you, the next timel ſee you, whether all your 


' heat and imparience for unworthy baneing or {lighting the Do@or be not meant 


againſt the Aſſembly as well as me ? or it not, Wherher it be not reſpe& of per- 
ſons that made the difference ? or rather the ſecuring of your reputation, which 
you might think would be eleyated by a Vi&ory over others, or at leaſt loſe no» 
thing, though the perſon were ſo contemprtible, as not to adde to your glory 3 but 
by an oppoſition to the Aſſembly it might have been daſht in pieces ? Or if the 
Antinomians being queſtioned by the Aſſembly ſhall alleadge Dr. Twiſ”'s words 


ing hereupon queſtioned ſhall fall without any juſtification 3 I pray you tell me, 
Whether chere may not be the ſame neceſfli:y for 4s to take notice of his Errours as 

the Aſſembly ? and whether afrer them we may not do it ( while we honour his 
worthas much as I ſtill do) wichour lighting or wronging him. Ir is more 
diſhonour to be Queſtioned by an Afſembly and come off unjuſtified, then ro be * 
judged to miſtake by ſo contemptible a perſon as L. 

8. Where you ſpeak of [his very Name doing moſt of the ſervice.] I. do not 
underſtand what ſervice you mean, I know you mean not the ſervice done in his 
Writings : And ſure you dare nor mean [the ſervice done by the Aﬀembly :] for 
that were to make them a contemptible Afembly indeed, if a mans Name, yea | 
Magn nomini umbra, did moſt of their ſervice: And it were to think as baſely of 
their ſervice as the worſt SeQary doth, that I have met with. Ir were not worth 
ſo much coſt, and fo many years pains, nor worthy the Acceptarion of Parliament | 
or People, if it were but the offspring of Dr. Twiſe's Name, Bur Sir we have 
received fruits that ſhew they came from another cauſe then a name or the ſhadow 
of a name. I confeſs IT yalue their leaſt Catechiſm for children above all Mr. 
Kendall's learned Labours, were they twenty times more of the ſame quality. I 
never heard but one Learned man ſpeak conremptuouſly of the Aſſembly, and his 
friends (ay it was becauſe he was not thought Worthy to be one of them (IT ex- 
cept thoſe that were againſt them in the Warre 3 where heat of oppoſition wigs 
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occaſion diſeſteem : Bur if this were Mr, K's caſe, yer methinks when he changed 
his Cauſe and Party, he ſhould withall have changed bis eſteem ofthe Afembly.) 
Bur its likely that Mr. K. means that it was the DoQors Name that did moſt of 
the ſervice of a Moderator 3 moſt of his own part in the Aﬀembly : Ir may be (o : 
Bur if he had nothing to work by- bur his Name, yet had his cauſe been good, it 
would in that Afemply have found ſome friends. Bur what you mean then by 


the following words, Ido not well know,that kis Name you are ſure | was thar 


formidable thing to the Learned adverſary.} Perhaps you mean your ſelf, by the 
Learned adyeiſary, of whoſe fears I confeſs you might be ſure, and ſo mighr 
know the Name or Word that did affright you : elſe 1 cannot imagine who: you | 
mean, except it were the Kings party or the Epiſcopal Divines together : Bur for 
Epiſcopacy, I know of no Diſputes that ever the Aſſembly had upon ir, and ſo 
had no adverſaries in a diſputing way 3 at leaſt during Dr. Twiſ's time. And 
for diſputirg the Kings Cauſe, I think they did as little in it, Some choſen men 
in che Treaties indeed diſputed againft Epiſcopacy, but with other weapons then 
Dr. Twiſſe's Name. If you ſhould mean that it was Dr.Twiſſe's Name that made 
the Learned Epiſcopal Divines have Reverend thoughts of the Aﬀembly, I muſt 
zeli you that there were in that Aſſembly no ſmall number of Divines of that ex- 
cellency for Learning, Piety and Minilterial Ability, which might command Re- 
yerence from the Learnedeſt adverſarics of you all, 

9, But though his Name did all the ſervice ; yet you [ queſtion nor bur he 
could have eaſily made it good, That there is no new immanent a& in God, 
againſt, &c.] It ſeems by this thar you think this the eaſier to prove of the 
wwo: And indeed I am acquainted with none that are minded to op- 

ole ir, 
, 10, Nor is it reaſonable for you to- ſay, that you [ would fain have any of 
them all rhar oppoſed him, to give a ſatisfaQtory anſwer to your Argument,] 
when you know it was not in that Point that they oppoſed him. Would 
you make more your adverſaaies againſt their wiil as weil as me? or do you 


long for more honourable Antagoniſts to cope with ? And whats your: Argu- 
ment ? | 


_— 
——— 


S. 5. 

Mr-K. F there be any new immazent Af in God, it mu$i be either of his {nder- 

ſtanding or bis Will : Of his Underſtanding there can benone : elſe muſt he 
know ſomewhat a new, which inferres he was not Onmiſcieut, knew not all before this 
cw aft of Knewledge: Tf of bis Will, then eather 1his new at ts for the better or 
worſe or indiffcremt : If for the better, he was not abſolutcly perfect before, as being 
capable of bettering : If for the worſe, he i not ſo perfef funce this aff as he was 
before ; which is 16 make him Ic perfe by his new af : If zcither, then # this af 
ſuch as might as well have been out as in : and then it is an imperfcFion to af ſo im- 
pertinently, This {ame »Argumnt as I take it made uſe of by Mr. Goodwin 'himfe: 


na like caſe, and therefore hc will uot be offended bow- highly ſoever I value it as an 
irrejrazavic Demonſtration, 
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R:B, erm that I ſay not that your Do&rine is #utruc, but Uncertain. 


It may be poſhibly as you ſay 3 but whether you can rel! that ic is ſo, or 
prove itto be [o, I doubr, To your great Argument, I expe& better proof of 


your major Propolition, which indeed hath none at all. Two things | expe&ed 


you ſhould have proved : 1, That God hath an Underſtanding and Will which 
at 3 proper:y ſo called : or that you know whar ir is that is improperly called 
Gods Unieritanding and Will ? 2. That God hath no immanenr A@ bur of 
his Uaderſtanding or Will, Te begin with the laſt : 1 will not ſay, datur rertium, 
For I dare not ſay properly dantur duo: But I will deſire you to prove your major z 
and I think that in the ſame ſenſe as God is [aid to have an Underſtanding and 
Will, for ought you know he may have'other as, which thoiztwe notions will 
not expreſs, For 1. You are uncertain whether Angels may not have other fa- 
culties or a&s-immanent, befides Underſtanding and Will : ( If you ſay, you 
are ſurethey have not, prove it :) and ſo others may be aſcribed ro God by Ana- 
logy from them, as thele be by Analogy from man. You know perhaps how ma- 
ny ſenſes y »u have your ſelf : but how can you prove that - no other creature hath a 
ſixch ſenſe, which you are uncapable of knowing the name or nature of ? So how 
know you but Angels may have powers or immanent ads befide Underſtanding 
and Willing, which you know nothing of for name or nature ? Muſt all Gods 
ſuperiour creatures be needs meaſured by poor man ? How much more noble crea- 
tures hath God, then theſe below that dwell in duſt! 2, Bur if you were ac- 
quainted with allthe Angels in heaven, and were ar a certainty about the number 
or nature of their powers or a&s, how prove you that God hath no other a&@ then 
what Underſtanding and Willing doth expreſs ? That one unconceiyable perfe&t 
at in God, which Eminentcr ( by an unconceivable tranſcendent eminence) is 
4nlerſtanding and Willing, ( yet but Analogically \o called) bur properly and for- 
mally is ncicher, dur ſomewhat more excellent 3 is in all likelihood very reſtrain- 
edly or defe&ively cxpreſled by thele two words 3 even as to the objeRive extent, 
How know we but thar in ſome of Gods ci eatures, or at lealt in God himſelf there 
may be ſomething found beſides Entity, Veri:y, Goodnels 3 or any rhing that 
is the objc& of Iatelle&ion or Volicion, whereof no man hadever any concepri- 
on. However, is it not unlikely, yea a dangerous imagination, That the pow. 
ers or a&s of ſuch wretched worms as we, ſhould be fo tarre commenſurable with 
the Infinice Mijeſty, rhac as we have no immanent act bur of Underſtanding or 
Will (or ſabordinate ro ;heſe) (0 Gol hath no other ? or none þut what are. ex= 
prefſed in theſe two notions ! Alas, chat filly worms thowid ſo unreverently pre= 
ſume! and pretend to that knowledge of God which they have not ! and might 
ſo ealily know that they have no: ! 

And for the former, How farre Gl hach an Unde:ftanding or Will, I 
will pecule your Words 10 Mitter Goodwin when, | have done with this Se- 
&ion. 

This were enough to your Argument and Challenge : bur I proceed to the 
confirmacion of your implied minor, And 1, Ieafily grant you, thar ir is certain 
there is no Addition to,or mutation of Gods Eflence. a. I think all the Ads al- 
ccribe :o God are his Efſence, and are one in themſelves confidered. Pardon that 


I do but lay [ I think :] For though principles of reaſon and Metaphyfical Axioms 


ſeem 
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ſeem to lead plainly to this Concluſion ; yet I am afraid of pretending to any 
greater Certainty then I have 3 or of building roo much on the doubttull con- 
clufions of mans ſlippery Reaſonings, about the nature of the Inviſible Incom- 
prehenſible God. I think ir moſt tutable ro Gods Unity and Simplicity, that all 
his immanent a&s ( ſo called by us) are Himſelf and are One, Bur 1 dare not 
ſayIam certain that God cannot be Simple and Perfe&, exceprt.chis be true : 
both becauſe He is beyond my knowledge, and becauſe rhe doErine of the Tri- 
nity aſſurerh us thar there is in God a rrue diverſity confilting with Unity, Sims 
plicity and Perfe&tion of Eflence. 3. You know. not what che ſubject of your . 
Propoſition is, (Gods aCts of Ungerltanding and Will :) and therefore you are 
uncapable of [uch peremptory concluding de Ms4js, knowingly and certainly, as 
here you pretend to. 4. You cannot proye that there's any ſuch thing in God 
as an Immanent Act, or an Underſtanding or a Will in proper lenle : bur ſome» 
thing there is which we cannot fatlier or more profitably conceive or expreſs then 
under ſuch notions, drawn Analozically from mans a&s of Underſtanding and 
Willing. Now if we will ſpeak of Gods Incomprehenfible nature by ſuch Ana- 
logy, and pur the names of Underſtanding and Willing on God, as borrowed from 
mans underſtanding and willing, then muſt we accordingly conceive of 
Gods underſtanding and willing, as like to mans in the form of theſe a&s ( for 
we can reach to no higher conceptions, though theſe be utterly improper.) Now 
mans a&ual intelle&ion doth connote;and ſuppoſe an intelligible objeR, and his 
Will doth connote and ſuppoſe an appecible obje& : and conſequently it cannor 
be expected according to the urmoſt imazinable natural perfe&ion of them, thar 


either ſhould go beyond the extent of their obje&s, or be ſuch 
acts without their proper objzets : * Theſe things thus pre- 
miſled , ſome will perhaps think you ſufficiently anſwered 
( when you lay,ir inferres that God was not Omnilcient,knew 
not all, &%c.) by telling you 1. That as Omniſciency fgni- 
fies a Power of Knowing all things, Analogically aſcribed to 
God ad captum humanum as diltin& from the a& of knowing 3 


* Even 4s Cods 
Omnipotency is but 
dictz ad pollibi- 
lia, Vid. Aquia, 
I.q,25. 4.3: 6+ 


ſo God was ye: Omnilcient. 2, As Omnilciency fignifieth the a&ual Know= 
ledze of all intelligible objects, fo God was Omniicien: And no more is requi= 


fite ro the perteEtion of his Knowledge, 3. But an Object 
may have not only its real ur its * incelligible Being de Novo 
which ir had nor beforez and therefore as Omniſciency ſig- 
nifeth the Knowledge of all rhings that will be intelligible, as 
well as thoſe that now are intelligible, ſo ( ſay they) it be- 
longs nor to Gods perfc&ion ro be Omnilſcient 3 for 1t is un- 
naturally and improperly called Science (and ſo Omniſcience) 


* Sce Buridane of 
that queition in his 
Ethicks ſo far as- 
to ſhew the great 
difficulty, 


which hath noran Obze@, Their foundation ( which may ſeem abſurd to you) 
viz. That ſome things may de novo become the objefs of Knowledge, they declare 
thus : 1. They ſuppoſe, that though God be Indiviſible, and ſo his Eternity be 
Indivifible, and have neither in it, Preteritum nor Futurum, nor Nunc neicher, 
as weunderltand ir, as exprefitng a preſent inſtant of rime : yer as God knoweth 
not Himſelf only, bur the creacure alſo, fo he knoweth not Erernity only bur 
Time : He knows how things are ordered and rake place in mans Divifible mea. 
ſure of motions: and therefore he knows rhinos as Paſt, Preſent and Furure, 
quoad hominem © tempus, which are ſopait, preſent and future, Ani he doth nor 


know @tuing Palt to be Preicnt ( quoad temprs & hominem) not athing Furureto 
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be Paſt : but knows things truly as they be, 2. This being premiſed, they will. 
hen aſſume, that Peter and Paul did not aQuallyexiit from erernity : Chriſt did 


"ot aftually ſuffer from eternity :- and ſo the acual exiſtence | gf, Petey in 
Nunc temporis, was not an intelligible obje& from Eternity : and rhore they 
think they may conclude, that it could not be known from Eternity. "They 
will urge their reaſon thus: 1, There was no Time from Eternity (thar is, be- 


fore time :) therefore it could not be intelligible, that Peter did aQually then *' 


exiſt in Time. 2, Elle you will confound Furturition and Preſent exiſtence : 
God did know from Eternity, that Peter would exiſt in Time, 7. ec. futuritionem 
Petri: therefore it was not Peter's preſent aQtual exiſtence that he knew,” 3, The 
nature of foreknowledge is to know things as furure, and therefore mult not be cons 
founded with knowledge of things as exiſtent, 4. This propoſition before the 
creation was not true | Peter doth actually exiſt :] therefore God could not 
know it to be then true. Bur after Peter's birth ir did de uovo become a true pro- 
poſition : and therefore muſt be de novo known te be then true, Before that, it 
was only true that [Ha&c Propoſurio vera futura eſt] but not [vera eſt: therefore 
no more but the futurition of rhe T'ruth-could be known, and not the aQtual pre- 
ſent exiſtence ( as referring totime :) It is not all one to lay | Petras crit] and 
[ Petrus eſt] nor all one to know it, 5, The comradiQory Propoſition was then 
true | Peter doth not exilit :] But both contradiory Propoſitions could not be 
known to be true together, that is from Eternity, Therefore God did then know 
the Negative Propofition as then true [*Petrus non exiſtit :] and the Afeirmative 
de faturo to be true | Pctrus futurus eſt, vel exiſtet:] bur he did not know the Af- 
firmative de cxiſtentia preſenti to be true from Eternity |. Petrus in nunc temporis 
exiflit] no nor [Petrus in nunc &/E ternitaths exiſtit :] tor they were then falſe Pro- 
poſitions : nor yet was it then true that [ Temps au exiſiit,] It you ſay, That 
there were no Propoſitions from Eternity, and therefore they could nor be true 
or falſe : this alters not the caſe : for 1, We ſpeak on ſuppoſition that there had 
been creatures to have framed theſe Propoſitions, 2. If we conceive not of Gods 
Underſtanding as knowing the truth of Propoſitions, concerning things, we ſhall 
ſcarce have any conception of iras an Underitanding ar all. 3. The Schoois 
commonly ſpeak of the Erernal truth of Propoſitions, e. g. de futuris contingenti- 
bys. 4. There are Propofitions in Time, and theſe God knows : and thats all 
one to the preſent caſe. At Npoahs flood God knew not this Propoſition to be then 
true | Petrus cxiſtit:] for it was not then true» Nor did he know then that [ it 
5 true in #unc temporis quo exiſtitPetrus] but only, that it will be true : For Futura 
and not things preſently exiſtent are the obje&s of Forcknowledge : and thar 
[Nunc tempor#s) it ſelf did not then exiſt. 6. Ocherwiſe it. would be' true that 
Ailthings do coexiſt with God from Eternity : ( which is diſclaimed by choſe 
that are now oppoſed :) and ſo that they doexiſt from Eternicy. For if this Pro- 
poſition were known to be true from Eternity [*Pctrus exiſtit, vel Deo cooxifi;t,] 
then the thing expreſfled is true, Peter did ſo exiſt and coexilt. For that which is 
falſe cannot be known to be at the ſame time true. If it be granted therefore that 
Peter did not exiſt from Eternity, and conſequently that that Propoſition was not 
then true, nor intelligible as then true, bur only as of future Verity, then when 
God in time knows it tobe of preſent exiſtent Verity, he knows more then when 
he knows it to be only of future Verity and of preſent falſhood : And ſo abour 
che creatures, When he knows that they do exiſt and knows them as exiſting, he 
knows more then when he knew them only to be future and as furure, For if it be 
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aot more to know a thing as exiſtent then as future, and ſo knowledge be not di- 
verſified from the obje&, then it is no more to know ſomething then nothing 3 
Eor the reaſon is the ſame: and future is a term of diminution as to exiſtent- 
And then it will be all one to know [ Fudas is damned] and {Peter is ſaved :] 
[Facob is lovedJand [Eſau is hated.) Yea then it would be all one it (per poſſubile wel 
impoſſibile )ic were known[ Peter is damnedJand [Fudas is ſaved} or | Peter is ſaved 
and damned :] and ſo ir would be all one to know falſhood and truth. 

Many ſuch reaſonings as theie will be uſed againſt you, Of which if you would 
know my own opinion, I think they are de ignoris, dreams, fightings in the dark, 
yet much like your own, And though i know ſeverall things thar you may ſay 
againſt this reaſoning, ſo do I know much thar may be ſaid againſt yours : and, 
I think, borh fides would do better to profeſs that ignorance which they can net- 
ther overcome nor hide. How conſtantly do the Schools diſtinguiſh berween 
Gods Abſtraive and Intuitive Knowledge ? Scicntiam ſemplicis intelligentze &@ 
pure Yiponks ? andrell us that rhe former in order of nature goes before rhe other ? 
If this be ſo, then God hath a Prins and Peſtcrius in the a&ts of his knowledge. 
The like we may ſay between Gods Knowledge of Rimlclf and the crearure, If 
they think it not abſurd that crzam 7u mente Drvma there ſhould be a tranfirion of 
things & numero poſſibilium in numerum futurorum, and this fene mutarione ; why may 
they not admit a knowledge of things as exiſtent only when they are exiſtent, 
and of things as furure when they are future ? and this fine mutatione too ? For 
the diſtin&ion quoad moments temporis, will make but a gradual difference, in point 
of mutation, from that quoad ordinem nature, vel momenta Rationis. All diſtini=- 
on, thac hath real ground, denotes imperteQion, according to our higheſt ſpecus 
lators, and ſo mult all be denied of God. I retuſe not ro ſay (if I muſt ſay any 
thing) of both as Mr. Barlow doth Exercit.5. ( think him nor pedantick, becauſe 
he is bound with Schibler : ) Mutatio illa eſt ſolum in objecto cogntto, non in cogno- 
ſceute, ſen cognitione z cum cognitio divina ab objeo non dependet, nec ad mutatiouem 
objc#i mutationem ullam patitur, 8c. Cum ideo admittit Alvarex res prims eſſe poſſi- 
biles ſolum 1 ordine ad potentiam & futuras in ordine ad voluntatem, neceſſe eſt ut prits 
cognoſcat cognitione abſtraFtva ( quia ut poſſibiles ea ſolum cognitione cognoſct poſSunt ) 
er poftea cum per voluntatem fiunt futura, & etiam act u exiſtentes, illas cognitione 7t= 
muitiv4 coznoſcet Deus- At hinc nulla &n Deo mutatio ſequetur, ſed ſolum 1m objeto (ut 
fateatur neceſse eſt ) Es per conſequens hoc dato, quod ſcientia Dei ab abſtraftiva in in- 
tuitivam mutaretur, tamen nou ſequeiur Deum eſſe mutabilem, vel cognitionem ſuam ex 
parte rei : ſed ſolum quod objecfo variato, imellectus noſter, varias el denommationes 
attribait : ut quod ſit intuitiva, quod abſtraiva, que ſolum ſunt denominationes varia 
cognition diving ab intellefu noſtro impofute, pro diverſo refpetu ad creaturam, cun in ſe 
fit omnino ſimplex (@ invariata.) 

Bar then 1 would fain know whether there be not the ſame neceſli:y rhat the 
4;Rerence between obje&s [only future] and [ preſently exiſtent] ſhould cauſe 
our underſtandings to put the forementioned various denominations on Gods 
Knowledge, as the diflcrence 7nter Poſſibilia & Futura, doth (o caule us to put 
onit? And alſo whether in-the ſame impropriery and imperteQion, the very 
notions of [Underſtanding, Willing, 4 ing, Immanently, &'c.] be not Deno- 
minationes ab intcllefu noſtro impofitz, or #{lumed by God in condelcenfion to hu= 
mane weaknels, exprefling but lome lirrle, very little, of that Divine I kzow 
-not what. Forthar ſame thing which man hath a true formail conception of un» 
der the notion of { Knowing, Willing ] is varied according to rhe variery Of 
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objes : Bur if ir be not *(o with God (as I muſt think and (ay, Tr is nor, ifT 


preſume to think and lay any \mog of it,) that is becauſe Knowledge and Willing 


in Him are not the things that we by thole terms uſe to expreſs 3 nor yer any thing 
that we can have formall proper conceptions of : And by the ſame neceflity and 
warrant as we do bring down the Divine nature (o low, as to apply toir the noti- 
ons of Atting, Underſtanding, Willing 3 may we allo apply to it the notions of 


'Ading, Knowing and Willing de'novo ; confelling a further addition to the im=- 


propriety of ſpeech. And rherefore as God himſelt doth in Scripture accomo- 
date himſelf to our capacity, by aſſuming the terms and notions of Under- 
ſtanding and Willing, ſo doth he alſo of loving where he before hated , 
with divers the like, which in man would imply an innocent muta- 
tion, | | 

I have here given you ſome reaſon of ſeveral paſſages of mine, which your fol- 
lowing Pages carp at, before you diſcerned my meaning, as I ſhall ſhew you fur* 
ther anon, 

' So much to your- proof that there is no new immanent act in Gods Under» 
ftanding. One word to what follows about his Will. 

Where you argue thus: | If of his Will, then this new aft « eather ſor the Better, 
or Worſe, or Tndiffercnt, &c,) Anſ. In ſtrit propriety, it is taken as unproved, 
that he hath Will, or Immanent a&s, Burt ad captum bhumanum as we are necefli- 
rated ro aſcribe Willing and Acting to him, ſo they that think'they may on the 


1ame grounds aſcribe New a&s of Wi:l to him ( as the Scriprure undoubtedly 


doth,) will think that your Argument is ſufhciently an{wered thus : 

I, This arguing ſuppoſeth mans filly inteilc& capavie of comprehending the 
Reaſons of the Ads of the Almighty 3 as it it cannot be, except we can appre- 
hend the reaſon of it, and whether it be for the better or worle or indifferent 3 or 
what it producerh, or to what end it is : which is a molt bold arrogant preſum- 
ption in inch moles as we are. As 1 ſaid before, you know not whether there 
may not be more AﬀeRions or Mod! entium open to the Divine Intelle& and Will, 
or Nacure,then we have any name for or conception of : And though mans will 
look only at the goodneſs or appetibility or conveniency of obje&s, yer you know 
not what Gods will is 3 and therefore know not whar is its adequate obje&, Many 
other reaſons allo of the obſcurity of this might be given, 

2, It will be anſwered you, that the ſaid New a& of Gods will, is for the 
Berter : Bur then they will diſtinguiſh of [ Betrer.J 1. They will (ay, lt ts 
Better quoad rerum ordinem : and it is Better to the c:carure ? (as for Gol to love 
him thar before he hated : or approve of him, whom bcfore he diſapproved.) 
2. They diſtinguiſh alfo berween that which may be ſaid ro be Better tro God 
himlelf: Either Really, by a real addition to his perfeftion 3 and ſo nothing can 
be Better to God : Or 2. Relatively and Repurtativelyz as God is [aid ro ve 
Blefled, Glorified, Honoured, Well pleaſed, Exalted, Magnified,es. And rus it 
may be Better to God, though he receive no rea! addition of telicityz and ſo nor 
Vain or Indifterent, 

3. They will defire you to Anſwer your own Arzument as to tranfiert As, 
and they think ir may ſerve as to immanent a&ts. (Remembring that they Lappole 
that there be new a@s in God without mutation 3 becaule they ſuppoſe that thale 
very things that we call immanent As in him are but denominations of his fim- 
ple Efſence, according to the various aſpe&s or reſpe&s of the obje&s, which 
make no more mutation then relations do.) Was Gods a& of Creation, of rai- 
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fing Chriſt from death,ec. for the Better, er Worſe, or Indifferent ? I think 
you will (ay as before, that it was nor Better as to God in the adding of any real 
telicity to him : But to God Repuratively and Relatively, and to the creature 
really, it was Better, So will they ſay about immanent a&s, which may perfec& 
the whole ( as the Honour of the Prince is the good of the Commonwealth) and 
may be neceſlary rothe Good of particular perſons 3 and the reputative Good of 
God himſeif. Is {aid, God made All things for himſelf, Was it for Better to him= 
ſelf,or Worſe,or Indifterent ? 

4. Is it Better or Worle for a looking Glaſs that it receive a hundred various 
ſpecies de novo? You wiil perhaps ſay, Ir is nodiſparagement to the Glaſs ro be 
receptive of new ſþeczes without being made Better or Worſe : as alſo that its re- 
ception is paſſive, and ſo is not Gods Underſtanding or Willing, I know nor 
what it is : bur I contels it muſt needs be a very improper conception to:conceive 
of God as paſlive in knowing, And yet man hath no* true apprehenſion of a 
knowledge which is wholly fize paſſione: Bur how prove you that God cannot, if 
he pleaſe, by his ative Knowledge, Know de novo, without becoming Better or 
Worſe ? or doing tit in vain? Are you ſure that every new a& of intelle&ion 
(even in a cream) doth make mans underſtanding better or worſe ? or elſe is vain? 
I confeſs more may be here ſaid, 

5. Having done with your Argument, they will further tell you, that, Tf 
God may have new relations without any real change, then, for ought you know, 
he may have new immanenr a&s without a real change : Bur the Antecedent is 
unqueſtionably true : (God was not a Creater before he had creatures : nor is he 
our Father betore we are his children 5 nor our Kins., Maſter, ec. before we are 
his ſubje&s, ſervants, &'c. except de jure only.) The Conlicquence they prove 
thus : Relations have as true an Entity, as, tor ought you know, theſe which we 
call Immanent Ads in God, may have : Therefore the Novation of them will 
make as great a change. Here they ſuppole rhar Afio and Relatio are both: acci- 
dents (taken properly) and neither of them meer Entza Rationis ( for in {o rhink= 
ing they go in the more beaten road ) muchiels nothing : Or if you will lay, 
that Rclatio is but Mods entis, they will lay ſo of ation too : Or however they 
tell you, that it may be fo for cught you know, with that which we call an A& 
in God. And here they luppole that his Acts are not his Eflence abſolutely and 
in it ſelf conſidered 3 and that it ſignifies not all one to ſay, God is God, and to 
ſay, God willeth the exiſtence of this worm : And therefore they will ſay, that 
theſe which we call As, may be, if not Relations, yer ſome of $corus his for 
m3lities, or {omething to us unknown, which have either no more Being then 
Relations, or at leaſt not ſo much as 10 make a real chanze in God. And that 
there is in his ſimple, indivifible Eflence, a Trinity of perlons, withour any im- 
perfeCtion : ſo there may be in his Eſſence, diltin& tormaliries ( or ſomewhat 
that we cannot name or conceive of } of a lower nature, rhen Perſonality, with- 
out any inconvenience : and as thete may be {upcradded ro the meer abſolute 
Eflence of God ( as 4gere, Intelligere, Vclle, are added) without dividing, or 
muiriplying it: ſo may they on the (ame grounds be New, or renewed, without 
any Mutation of Gods Eſſence 3 but only of che formality of intelic&ion or Vo- 


lition, which is added to his Efſence. 


6. They furrhcr think thar the nature of tranſient a&s, doth prove that imma- 
nent a&s may be renewed : Bur this will be more ſpoke to anon, when we come: 
to your doftrine of tranſient As. They ſay, A trankient a& is not a meer Re-- 
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lation or Paſſion or EffeRt : But there is in it that which may be called aRion 4b 
agente, as well as paſſion & patiente. Now if ao be efficientis aio here, and God 
increating the world did were agere, then either the world was created from erer- 
nity, or elſe God did create it from Eternity, and yet it was created only in Time, 


' and the Cauſation or Cauſing creating AR was infinitely before the Effe&z or 


elſe there was a new a really performed by God in Time. The firſt none will 
maintain, that I deal with, The ſecond, ſay they, is againſt common reaſon : 
For Gods a& is the Canſa proxima creature; and omnis cauſa proxima reciprocatur 
cum ſuo effeu : i, e, Poſnacauſa proxima in au, neceſSe eſt effectum poni: It it be 
canſa totalis, yea and requireth nothing elſe to the efte& fo much as by preparation, 
or diſpoſition, no nor a ſubje& matter, then the a& of creation mult needs im- 
mediatly produce the creature 3 and the Crcare and Cyreari mult needs be inſepara- 
ble: Its anſwered that Gods creating a& was from eternity, but the effe&, or 
creature,was not till its Time. But it will be replied, That either God did more 
for the creatures produRion or creation ar the time of its paſlive creation, then 
he did from Eternity, or he did no more: If more, then he did ſomething de 
20v0: If no more, then either the creature would have had its Being from Eterni- 
ty, quia pofita causd pouitur effetus ; or elſe it you ask whats the reaſon that the 
creature was not in Being ſooner or later,no cauſe can be aſſigned : and ſo God 
ſhould not be the cauie. This holds equally ( ſay they) whether you make the 
creating a& to be only Gods Velle, or a ſupcradded execution of that will, as 
being the effe& of power, For either God willed the crea-ures preſent exiſtence 
from erernity, aS much as at the rime of its creation, or as at this day 3 or he did 
not. Tf hedid not, then he willeth de novo: If he did, then the creature would 
have exiſted, as ſoon as it was willed. To ſay, that God willed from Eternity thar 
the creature ſhould be in Time, is true : But is it as much ro Will that it ſhall be, 
as to Will its preſent exiſtence? If it be anſwered, That there is no Paſt or 
Futare with God I anſwer 1. Thar this was prevented before 3 when it was (aid, 
that God underſtandeth Time, and propoſitions concerning time, though time 
be only mans meaſure, and propoſitions mans inſtruments, 2. The men that L 
ſpeak to, maintain that all things coexiſt not wich God from Eternity (though 
indeed the term { from] as here uſed, contradiferh Erernity :) and they diſtin= 
gui between Gods willing rerum futuritionem & exiſtentiam praſcutem : and there- 
ore this ſeemeth to make againſt their anſwer. ( Burt indeed none of all this ar= 

guing is ſolid, becauſe of the different manner of producing efte&s per voluntatem, 
7 per potentiam exequentem voluntati ſuperadditam.) Perhaps it will be ſaid, thar 
if all chis be granted, yer it followeth not that immanent a&s may be de nous 
without a changejin God, becauſe rhe Creating a, or any tranſient att is ſo: 
For the former is God himſelf, but the later is not. To which it may be replied, 
1, We ſpeak not new of a produ& or effe&, called the Creation, but of the crea- 
ting at and then why thould not that be God himſelf, as well as an immanent 
aQ ? If you ſay it is a Being, then it is God or diſtin from God : If diſtin& 
from God, it is a ſubſtance or accident, or ſome modus, or who knows what ? 
Accidents God hath none : Subſtance it cannor be 3 except it be God. If you 
ſay it is any mods, you know what School contradition you mult expect : Or 
if you (ay it is a Reality or a Formality, thoſe that you deal with will teil you, 
that they can as well prove the immanent a&s to be formalities, or ſuch like, as 
ou can the tranſient, For 2. they ſay (with others) that theſe aRs are not cal- 

ed Immanent, Poſitively, as if they had any effec or terminus in God —_— 5 
ut 


SAS) 


£ <= ORs 7 tendon _ _ - 
k CAE KT 4 TAC uhs Les 


[23] 


but Negatively, becauſe they have no efteR, ad extra 5 and do nibil ponere i objeFio; 
So that as tothe nature of the a& ir ſelf, they ſay, ir is the ſame, or at leaſt, the 
later as much efſenrial to God, as the former ( though nor their efte&s,) Andil 
have paper converſe with a Divine, if I miſtakenor, full as Learned as M*K, 
( to ſpeak ſparingly) who maintains, that thoſe which you call immanent a&s 
( viz. Gods Knowing and Willing other things befides himfelf) are tranſient, 
and ſo to be called 3 as having as much an extrinſick obje&, as theſe that you 
and I call Tranſient 3 though they make no real change on them : and that thoſe 
only are to be called Gods immanent a&s, whole obje& is himſelf. 3. Moreover 
you will acknowledge that Gods Pelle is an immanent a@: But how many and 
how great are they that maintain that Gods Creating a, was buc his Yclle that 
things ſhould be ! I need not tell you of Schoolmen that are for this : but when 
you (doubtleſs) know that D* Twiſſe himſelf zfarms it, in his Vindic. you muſt 
either be of his minde, or handle him unworthily by your Difſent, as ] did in ano= 
ther caſe, Now if the a@ by which God produced the creatures be-but his Velle, 
then it is an a which you call immanent. And you well know how commonly 
It is maintained that Dews operatur per cſſemiam : and that there is no aR but his 
eflence it ſelf, requiſite ro any efte&t, which he produceth, as it is the effect of 
the firſt Cauſe, Bur this is but ad hominem; for theſe are not their principles 
whole arguings I now recite, T hey ſuppole that creation and other tranſient aQts, 
are not meer Volitions, bur as of power, in execution of Gods will. To which 
purpoſe how largely many famous Schoo)men have argued, is obvious to them thar 
are converſant in them, Aurcolus hath fitteen Arguments to this end. Gregor, 
Arminienfss hath many Argumentsto prove that how cver Creation or Conſerya=- 
tion be taken, neither of them is God himſelf. Capreolus I know and other Tho- 
miſts anſwer theſe Arguments : and much may be replied and is, to thoſe an- 
ſwers: ſothat in ſodark and unſearchable a Controverfie, ſtrong wits may finde 
ſomething to ſay, againſt each other, longer then the patience of the wileſt of 
their Readers will hold out to know the iſſue of their diſputes. eA gidius, Thom, de 
eArgent. Occam, and others plead alſo for a neceſlity of an executive at of power, 
diſtin& from the meer a& of willing, or that Creation is not God, Sodo Fer 
Martini, Suarct, Schibler, and other later Authors. And if ( as 9quinas ſaith) 
tranſient a&ts be formaliter in agentc, as well as immanent, then the inception of 
new immanent aCts ſeems to have no other inconveniences, then the inception 
of tranſient as as to the form. Bur indeed the Thomiſts ſay the ſame of both, 
that they are only Gods effence, and that God hath no tranſient a& at all, but 
only that his-Efſence or Will or Underſtanding may be ſo denominated for the 
rational Relation of the Obje& thereto, And therefore Aquinas (1.9.25. wo, 
maintaining that there is in God Potentia aFiva ( though not paſſiva ) withall 
maintains it to be the ſamething, as the ation, and as his Will and Underſtand- 
ing. ( And yet ſometime he calleth Gods ations tranſient : but in this he ſpeaks 
unconſtantly or doubtfully, as Suarcq noteth Met. di.20,S.5,) And the ſub- 
ance of all Capreolue anſwer ro Aureolus fifteen Arguments jis this ſame diſtinRi- 
on, between Gods a@ of Creation it ſelf ( which is his Will and Eſſence, ims 
manent and eternal ) and the Relatio rations between God and the objeR 3 from 
which Gods will is denominated a tranſient a, But yet in this tranſient a, 
it is only the relation, and not the a@ it ſelf ( which is God himſelf ) which may 
be diverſified or renewed, Now if this meer relatio rationz be ſufficient 'ground 
for our denomination of Gods a@to be [ Trarfienm] and theſe trankenr a&s "0 
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be new, then it may ſeem that the relation of the ſamea@ to ſome extrinſick 
terminative objects ( as of Gods knowledge to the preſent.exiſtence of things in 
nu remporis) doth give the (ame ground to call thoſe a&ts new, though nor (o 
properly tranfient. For it one may be denominated from ics reſpe@ to irs obje&, 
why not the other : Nay why che {ame rclatzs rationis may not as well denominate 
thole a&srrantent alſo, which we now call imminent, is not eaſie to diſcern * 
For both have reſpec co an exrrinlick obje&, if thar ſuſfice. Nay doth nor that 
a& which is called immanent, produce or efte& ? leeing ir is only Volendo withour 
any other executive ation tha: God eff:&2ch all rhinzs that are efteted ; and 
rhis Velle from eternity is (Cay they) cauſa rn aFu of thoſe things that are produced 
intime, And therefore many (ay, that God hatch no Will as co extrinficks, bur 
what iseffe&ive : and (o char his Will hath no ex:trinfick oject properly ſo called, 
but only produdts gr eft2&s. Thar omne velle Det eſt ſoperativum & cfficax corum que 
valt, and that therefore he may not be ſaid ro will any thing but what he doth et- 
fe&, See Gibieuf de Libert.\i.2-c,24.0" 1. 

So thar in Conclution, according to the DofArine of the moſt Learned Tho- 
milts, there is in God neicher immanen: nor tranſient aft in Mr K's ſenſe; ( Ex- 
cept thoſe that are terminated, as they call ir, in bimſelt as the objet.) Not im- 
manent 3 for they are not terminated inthe Agent, as M*R:\ faith, ſuch ares; 
nay they have reipe& co things extrinfick 3 nay, ſay many, they are produCtive of 
theſe exirinſick things. Nat tranſient 3 for Gods effence doth not tranfarc in 0b- 
jetum extraneun, bur on'y cauſe it without any ocher executive ation; and (5 
reſpe&ech ir. In the (ame ſenſe therefore, and on the ſame grounds as you will 
maintain the tranſient a& to be in time, and not eternal, will theſe men think to 
prove it alſo of the immanenr. For even the tranicnt a&s of God (lo called) are 
not in the creature, but only reſpe& and eftet them. As Caprcolus laith (14, 2, 
dif. i. q. 2. 4rt. 3.) Talks aftio predicamentalis & que ct motus, eſt ſubjeftive in 
paſso: Diving autem afio n9ucſt motus , nec mutaiio , liges cauſet motum  muta- 
F0ucem, 

7. But they much infilt on that before intimated, that if it be no wrong to 
Gods {impliciry co have diverlity or multiplicity of immanent acts aſcribed ro him, 
then ir is not any wrong to his immutability to have luch a&s alcribed to him de 
novo ; For the reaſon will prove alike. Bar that ic is no wrong ro God to have 
diverſity of immanenc a&s aicribed to him, 1s evident by. 1, The ule ot Scripture, 
2. Theule of all Divines., 3. And the neceſlt:y of therhinzs, 1, I need no: 
rell ary man that hath read the Bible, that Scripcure diltinguiſherh of Gods at- 
tribares: that ic aſcribech ro him Underſtanding, Will, M:mory, &sc. that it 
{peaketh nor of his Love and Hatred, his Approbation and Dilaliowance, his 
Juſtice and Mercy, as being one, not to bediſtinzuiihed. 2, And what Divines 
ſpeak otherwile? even of them that make che boldeit enquiries into Gods nature, 
and paſs of ir tye moit confident concluſions, as it they had ſze.3 the inviſible 
Majeſty : I mean the Schoolmen of all forts: To how lictle purple were many 
a Volume in 1 Sent, for the molt part, if ic were enough co apprehend ia God 
undivitible Unity ? How eafily on theſe grounds might we anſwer all Bradwar- 

dines, all Twiſjcs ſablime diſputes, about Gods willing fin, his order of intention, 
and of his Decrees, his Ele&ion and Reprobation, wherthcre abſolure or condi- 
tional, definite or ind2fhnice, and de rcrum poſioilitate & futuritiene ab egterno, 
with many cne like ? Its cafe to (ay, that all rhele are one and the ſame thing : 
and the (ame is not before or afcer ir ſelf; 5. Yer this is not taken for a ſatisfactory 
way 
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way of diſputing, 3. Yea isit not apparent, that there is a neceſſity of ſuch di- 
Rioguiſhing language ? How many ſouls would you be likely to convert, and ſave? 
how many {ins to prevent, by telling your Auditory, that in deed and truth ir 5 
all one thing in God to Decree a man to ſalvation, or to decree him to damnation? 
Its all one to Will that you ſhall fin, and that you ſhall not fin : that you ſhall die 
this day, and that your Neighbour ſhall live fourty years longer : Its the ſame 
thing, without any true difference, for God to Love you now you believe, and ro 
Hate you while you were a worker of Iniquity 5 tobe pleaſed and diſpleaſed, to 
Approve anddillike 3 His Loverto Peter, roFacob, and his Hatred to Fudas, ts 
Eſau was the {ame thing, only the effes are not the ſame. I ſay, how ſavoury and 
profitable would this deQtrine be ? | 

And are there not the ſame Reaſons for our aſcribing to God, the beginning and 
ending of Immanent Acts, as the Diverſity of them? Is not one as conhiftent 
with his Immutability, as the other with his fimplicity > Doth not Scripture a- 
ſcribe to God the Inception and ending of Immanent As, as well as the Diver- 
ſiry of them ? And is there not as great a neceſlity of our uſing that language as 
the other ? How many ſouls were you like to ſave by telling them [God Loved 
you as well before you believed, yea before Chriſt died for you, as he doth fince'! 
God doth Hate you now as much as hedid when you were a worker of iniquity, 
and 33 as much offended with you ſince you believed as he was when you were 2 
childe of wrath ! He had the ſame thoughts of you when you were blaſpheming, 
murdering and.commitrting adultery, as when you repent and pray, God is now 
decreeingro'createthe world 3 heis now decrecing to give the Law by Moſes, to 
ſave Noah by:the Ark, Lot our of Sodom: he is now Decreeing that Chriit ſhall 
ſuffer for vs 5 he now knows all theſe as furure : he is no more Reconciled 'to the 
world by Chriſt,” or Pleaſed in or by his Sufferings and Merits then he was before: 
God knows now thar [:Chriſt is now on the Croſs] or [ Chriſt is jnot Rilen]. is 
a true Propcfition, becaule he did once know thar it is a true Propofition': and he 
ceaſeth not ro know it :] would this kinde of doQrine ſeem ſound and edifying ? 
Do you uſe to preach thus ? | | 

But you'le ſay, That Gods Knowledge, Will, Power, Goodneſs, Juſtice, In- 
finiteneſs, his Willing the End and the Means,the futurition of things, and their 
preſent exiſtence, mens ſalvation or damnation are all diverſified oneiy as to- cx- 
rrinfcck denomination, and not really : from the variety of objeRs it is, that one a& 
of: God is variouſly denominarted. | 

Auſw.1. Bur $cotus with his followers, Sinef&us, Baſolis, Trombeta le Roy, Go- - 
thutius, Mayro, Faventinus, and the like, tell us of more then extrinſick denomina- 
tions: And if there be in God a Diverſity of Formaliries 3 it may as well be ſaid, 
that there is an inception and ending of theſe Formalities in him, This doth no 
my derogare from the Immutability of God , then the other from his fim- 

icity, 
, 2. Have theſe extrinſick Denominations any true Ground in the things deno- 
minated, or not ? If nor, ir ſeems they areal falſe, and therefore nor ta be uſed. 
If they have, then what is it ? The difterence of names' ſhould ſuppoſe an equal 
difference in rhe Things. A meer Relative difference , ſome are loth to grant. 
If they ſhould, as they plead for a diverſity of Relations, others may as well plead 
for an Inception and Ceflation of Relations : (Could they prove'lmmanent a&s 
to be but Relations.) If they [ay they are Mod: or Entia rations, or what ever title 
raſh adyenturous wits may impole on them, Rtillothers will ſay as much for their 
| F 
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Beginning and Ending , as they do for cheir- Diverſity, and that one implity 
no more a Change in God, then the other denieth his fimpliciry. The deſcribers 
of Extrinfick Denomination that place it between Ensand 'N7zhil, make ir to Gig= 
nifie the order of athing to the [ubje& which yer it isnor in. But then irs a meer 
Relation which is Denaminated 3 or if any mere, it ſhould be ex parte objects only 
in our caſe, | | 

3+ But ſuppoſe that it be bur a meer extrinfick Denomination, and have no 
Reall Ground in thething denominated 5 ſee what follows : But this much :; That 
Gods Knowledge, and Will, and Power, and Juſtice, and Mercy, his Knowing 
me to be Godly or ungodly, his decreeing Petey to life, and Fudas to death; his 
loving Facob and hating Eſan, are all one 3 his knowing one thing to be future, 
and another not future, is all one * Bur yet becauſe of the Diverſity of objects ir 
is meer and needfull, that we Denominate ex:rinſecally Gods as to be divers ; 


and fo rodiſtinguiſh his Intention of the End, from his EleQion of the Means 3 


his EleQivn from his Reprobation, his Approvation from his diſlike, &c. Even 
fo, theſe as in'God have in themſelves no Beginning or End : God did never 
Begin to Love, to Will this or that , ro Know &'c, Bur yer-becaule of the Begin- 
ning and Ending of objeds, it is tmeet and needfull ro Deneminate Gods as 
exttinlecally as Beginning and Ending, .as the objects do, and changing with 
them. For here the caſe is the ſame as ro Gods Immutability, as inthe athker ro 
his ſimplicity. And if this hold, then thoſe men that ſhould write Voluminous 
Diſputes, about the Beginning and Ending of Immanent aQts, would: do as wats 
rantably as D* Tw#ſs and others do in writing fo of :their drverticy;-priazity- and 
poſterjoricy in nature, Nay is it not much more Juſtifiableathenrmany of ther 
Volumes ? For from Eternity there was no reall 'diverfity of obje&ts ro denomie 
nate Gods Immanent acts from. For that efſe cognitam vel wlituns, which they'le 
flieto, could be no where, but in mente & volumate Divina;, and if there were no 
Diverſity i mente Diving at all, then what ground can be imagined of the extrin« 
fick Denominations ? For example, Poſibilia gy future being nothing, could nc 
in themſelves differ from eternity : Yet how great a fabrick doth Dr Tw:F build 
upon rhis Propoſition, that [the rranfirion of things furure @ xumero poſſibilium 
a numcrum futurorum, being from Eternity, it muſt needs have an eternal Cauſe 
which can be no other then Gods Will.] Now it there were no ſuch tranfirion, but 
in mente diving and if there were no ſuch notion from Eternity any where elſe, as is 
[ Future and Poſlible] and ſo ir mult be imagined to be an Ens rations Diving,then 
it plainly follows that there was no ſuch thing asFurure,diltin from Poſlible : for 
in God is nodiſtin& Immanent a&s,(as knowing Poflibles, and Knowing things 
faturez) and in thethbings was no diſtin@ion, for they are nothing. 
It ſeems thereforethat upon your 2wn Grounds it is as Juſtifable and neceſſary, 
10 Denaminare extrinſecally Gods Immanent aQs, as having Beginning and End, 
when the objeQs have fo, as it is to Denominare them divers from the divertity 
of the objeR : 'and thar if we made this our ordinary ſpeech in voluminous 
Diſputes, you could no:more blame us for ir, then all thc exa@eſt School-Divines 
are ro be blamed for the other, | 
Moreover, ſome may think, that you do teach Infidels to deſtroy the Chriſtian 
Faith, or teach a man to prove or diſprove what he will, becauſe Contradi@ories 
may conhilt, e,g. It they would prove that [Chriſt is not Riſen] thus : Thar 
which God knowerh to be true, is true : But God Knoweth this Propoſition to be 
rye {Chritt is nor Riſen]. Therefore, The minor they. prove thus : God did 
| ; @nc 
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once know this Propolizien to be true 2 Therefare he doth fo ſtill : for there is no 
Ending of any Immanent a& of God. It will be anſwered, That this onely 
ſhews a difference in theobjeR, that it was once true, which now is not : but 
Gods a is the ſame by which he knowerh theſe mutable-objets. Be ir ſo: (yer 
whether it be certain and can be proved ſtill, is. by them. doubred :) bur is it fit 
for us to {peak of this aR ag one anly ? It ſeems then, ik is all one, in God te 
know a Propoſition to be True, and ro know it to be falſe. For the fore-ſaid Pro- 
poſition [ Chrilt is nor Riten] was True one day, and Falte the next 3 and God 
knew both, You'le ſay, It is all one in God toKaow that to be True which is 
True, and that tobe Falſe which is Falſe : but in both he knows Fers, etfs non 
verum, Bur then you mult tell us further, whar ir is for God to Know [Trul:] 
Is it the Congruency of his Knowledge to the Obje&, which we call the Truth 
of it? Irhink you will ſay fo: And ifſo, thenir is not obvious to ſhew how 
there was ſuch a Congruence from Eternity, whenthere was Nothing but God 3 
and {a no other obje& for his knowledge to agree to : For in God they were all 
bur one, either in eſſe cognito, or cſſ? volito; tor in him is no reall diverſity : and 
out of him, or in themlielves they were:not at all : and therefore if God knew all 
things as many ar divers, when they were not atall, and as exiſtent, when they 
did not exiſt, where is the Congruence of che a& with the obje&? But all this ar- 
guing is but ligh, | 
Bur they further argue thus : Gods Immanent a&s, which we are ſpezking of, 
arenor Himſelf ; ahd therefore as they may be either diverſified or muitiplied with- 
out his Diviſion or Compoktion, ſo they may begin or end without his Mutation, 
The antecedent they prove by that common Argument :\ Theſe Immanene a&s 
about the Creature, are Free 3 God Freely Willech the exiſtence of this worm. or 
pile of graſs : he fo Willed it thac he could have nor willed it, or nilled ir. But 
his own Being is neceſſary, and cannot but be : Therefore, &c. - It ſeems hard 
ro (ay, that God did as neceſſarily Will the pardoning of your fins, as he is ne> 
ceſlarily God : Or that he could no more have Willed one pile of graſs more or 
leſſe on the earth, or one ſand more or left on the Sez-ſhore, or one day. more or 
lefle ro any mans lite, then he could ceaſe to be Gad. This is a ſhort way of an> 
(wecing Beverovictus queition, and of anſwering the preſumpruous enquiry, Whes 
ther God could have made any thing better, and a thouſand more ? Itane etiam 
ipſum Numen fat confliringitur ? Is it a good Argument? Deus eſt : 'ergo n-ceſſe eff 
Creaturas e(Se, nec plures, nec pauctores, nec pritts, nec poſterius, &c ? One of my 
Rabbi's (by whole name T have acquainted Mr.K. with my ignorance) anfwereth 
that Gods Decrees are Free, Solum per terminationem ad extrancum, ſeu in quantum 
Politio Dei, circa objefumn aliquod extrinſecum prafice eſt, Bat this is as much as 
toſay, No [mmanent at is. Free ; For Immanent as. (at leaſt. if Mr.K; know) 
are not terminated in any thing without : Oc-if a man ſhould ſay, thac thoſe har, 
have an excrinſick obje&, are objeCively rerminared in ſomething excrinfick's 
yet this ſeems none of the Authours ſenſe (as the word praffice ſhews :) and if it 
were (as perhaps tis) his words would runthus : [Gods Decrees are tree, onely 
as they are [uch and ſuch Dzcrees about ſuch objeQs :J] which waald bur yield the 
caule, that as ſuch Decrees they are noc che ſame formally with the divine Eſſence: 
And were it nat for the Connocation of the Obje&, it were no D:cree, nar to 
be called,bur limply Gods Ellence, I am luce Dc.Cwiſſe will be fully and carneſt- 
ly enough for chaſe that maintain the liberty ofthe Divine Decrees which we gaw 
mention ; and therefore I luppoſe M-,K will be of the ſame minde. | | 
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And that there is not ſuch clear Evidence in this caſe, as te embolden men to 
ſuch confident Concluſions, or to build ſo much on them, as ſome do, let Suarce 
perplexed Diſpure Mctaph.Difþ.30, Seft.g. reſtifie , Quomodo cum diving libertate 
ftet Immutabilitas ? Where atrer the producing/of many opinions, and the Argu- 
ments and Anſwers, he concludes, Exh quecirca has epiuiones difta ſunt, ſatis (ut 
opizor) declaratum eſt quanta fit hujus opinionis difficultas ; faciliuſque eſſe * quamlibet 
cjus partem impug nare, quam aliquam probe defendere, aut explicare. Quapropter non 
vereor Gonfiteri nihil me invenire quod mihi ſatisfaciat, nifi hoc ſolum, in hujuſmodi rebus 
7d de Deo eſſe credendum, quod incfabili cjus perfectioni magis fit conſeutaneum, quodque 
&b omni imperfectione alicnum fit, &c.] And how uncertain are men, that ſome of 
thole things may not contift with che Divine PerteRion,which yet they confidently 
affirm ro be inconſiſtent with it? If ir bea point thar is {o farre paſt the reach of 
Suarc, and many other ſuch ſubtil Diſpurers, I think Mr, K. ſhould not 
pretend to ſo full an infight intoit, which may raite him to that confidence which 
is here expreſſed 3 much lefle ſhould hethink it fo obvious to the underſtandings 
of his inferiours, | 

How light ſo ever Dr.Twiſs make of them,. certainly they are accounted no chil- 
dren among the moſt learned of their fide, who do teach, That there may be fo far 
a Beginning and Ceaſing of Gods Immanem ads, which have a mutable obje&, 
without any change in God himſelf, as that uhey may have a new tranſition ro 
the objet, and ſo God may Will that which before he Willed nor, though yer. ic 
be all by one ſimple at, Of this minde is Penottas, Lycheau, Fr. a Sanfa Clara: 
And the ſaid Sanfia (lara citeth others as countenancing his Doctrine. Bur 
though there are bur few:for this opinion, yer for the formal diſtintion of Gods 
Immanent a&s (which as is ſaid, ſeems to be as inconſiſtent with his ſimplicity, 
as this with his Immutabil'ty) there are many and that of the moſt Learned : 
Vid. que habet Scotus in ſent. 1.1. dift.$, Qu. 3. Wo diſt.2, Qu.4. & 7. & diſt.34. & 
paſſim. And Rada ſaith, that Scoti ſententiam ab cjus diebus univerſa Parienſis Schota 
ſemper amplexata fuerit , necnon & Lovanienfis atque Bononienfis Academia ; Et invunt- 
verſa Ttalia apud omnes wivos doftos eſt celckris & famoſa. InCemr 4. And their 
Reaſons are not contemNtible, which may be ſeen in their ſeveral Writers : Spe= 
cially in thoſe that have wrote whole books of the Formalities, Or Rada (a man 
of a clear underſtanding and expreſſion) will aftord you many in that one Contr. 
4: Which are worthy confideratien. And if ®Ph.Fabcr F aventinus his reconciling 
Interpretation of their Diſtin&tion Rationis Ratzocinafte, will prove their ſenſe, 
then many of the Thomiſts are alſo of the ſame minde. Vid, Faventin, Traf.de for- 
malitat.cap. 3. 

Ido not mean by this Argument to conclude that there muſt be (or in all caſes 
May be) an Inception or Ceflation of thoſe A&s which admit of a forma] Diſtin- 
Rion : But only thus, thar if a formal DiſtinRion be confiltent with the Divine 
ſimplicity, rhen an Inception and Ceflation- of ſome ſuch formalities (or ads, 
gqnoad formales differentias) may ſeem conſiſtent with Gods Immutability : (And 
L know no other Argument of moment then lefr, if that be ſolved.) What thele 
formalities are, I do not wonder, if they give but a dark account : Yet thar they 
are different objetive conceptions they agrec. And as Rada faith, ad DiſtinFio- 
xem formalem duo requiruntur, Alterum eſt,quod utrumgque diſtinions extremum di- 
cat «liquid Poſurroum in re, ſecluſa operatione Intcllecius ; Alterum eſt,quod utrumque 
extremum dicat propriam formalitatem, ſecuudum quam fit in rerum natura extra ſuam 
cauſam. And Scotus himſelf ſaith of this as applied zo Ged 3 «Quod Forma in cred- 
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turk habet aliquid imperſedions, feilicet quod eft Forma informaus aliquid, & Pars 
compoſiti : aliquid etiam habet quod non ct imperfeR10nzs, ſed conſequitur eem ſecundum 
ſuam rationem eſſentialem foe fermalem, ſcilicet, quod ipſa fit quo aliquid ct tale, c. 8+ 
ſapientia in nobs; eſt Accidens, hoc eſt emper fedtionts ; (ed quod ifſa fit quo aliquid eſt ſa» 
picns, boc non eſt imper/eftionss, ſed eſſentials rationis ſapienmtia. In d:vink autcm mbhil 
eſt forma , ſecundum illam duplicem ratzonem imperfections , quia ncc Informats, nec 
pars : ef] tamen ibi [aptentia in quantum eſt quo illud in quo ipſa eſt, eſt ſapiens, &@ hoc non 
per aliquam compeſitionem, &c, Sent, 1.4iſt.8.0Q. 3. 

Some think yet clearer Arguments might be fetcht from the Hypoſtatical Uni- 
on, from the Acts of generation and ſpiration, or Love, whercby the Son is be. 
gotren of the Father, and the holy Ghoſt preceedeth ficm the Father and the 
Son, and from the diſtinQion of Perſons in the Trinity. But I wi!l ſtop bere 
(as having run ſurcher then IT intended) leſt you ſhould mil-interpret me, and 
think, that I own all theſe Arguments that I crouch upon. I know what D.T wif 
againlt Pennotus hath ſaid to one or two of them, and what the Schoolmen come» 
monly ſay tothe ſame I mention theſe only ro ſhew that a full or clear ſoluti- 
on of theſe doubts is not allo facile and obvious, as you ſeem to ima=- 

ine, | 
; I muſt again intreat you, and every ingenious Reader, to faſten no opinion on 
me, but what I own, at leaſt none which I diſclaim. 1f I muſt be of ene ſide in 
this Controverſie, I will be of Mr.Kendals fide, and ſay, that God hath but one 
a& immanent, and that is Eternal. But my thoughts are, that we know not 
what we talk of when we ſpeak thus, and therefore 1 will not be of any fide in 
this, 

I think, 1, That God hath no Actat all in proper ſpeech : but both Ading, 
and Underſtanding, and Willing are bya vety, very, very low remote Analogy 
aſcribed ro-him- ; | 

2, Yet I am ready to think, that as we are fain.for our own underſtanding, to 
ſpeak of God as Acting, Underitanding, Willing, Loving, &c. and alſo for our 
own underſtanding to diſtinguiſh his Perfeftions, Properties, As, &c. which 
are but one, ſo may and muſt-we as much ſpeak of ſome of his Ads, as begin= 
ning and ending (which yer perhaps do not in themſelves :) For the Reaſon and 
Necefhity ſeems to bethe ſame. For becauſe the word [ Knowledge or Under- 
Randing] is farſt uſed and applied to mans at of Knowledge, and fignifieth firſt 
only ſuch a Knowledge as is diverſified by obje&s 3 yea and man can have no pro- 
per pcfitive Conception of a Knowledge which is nor diva ified by the diverſity of 
Obje&s (bur onely a Negative Conception 3) therefore it is that we are forced 
to ſpeak oft Gods Knowledge (and ſo of his Will and other As) as divers or di- 
ſtin& : as Divines generally do, And cn the {ame Grounds, as man hath no 
poſitive Conception of any Knowledge or Will, about mutable objeRs, which is 
not varied with theſe objeRs, as ro the Being, Beginning and Ending, therefore 
we mult as necefjarily denominate Gods a&ts about ſuch objeAs, as Beginning and 
Ending, as we muſt denominate them Divers. And ſowe may well ſay, God 
willed from Eternity the futurition of the worlds Creation, 'and Chriſts Death, 
&'c+ But now he doth not will their futurition, but their preterition : and that he 
Loveth now (as believers in Chrift) thoſe whom he before Hated as Workers of 
Iniquity 3 and thar he is ſatisfied and well-pleaſed in his Son, and his Sacrifice, 
who was not ſo before, Methinks Mr.K. ſhould think this language as fit for the: 
mouths and pens of Divines, as the former, and not to be blamed or accuſed as 
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erroneous, becauſe improper, a5 long as we muſt ſpeak. improperly of God, or _ 


not at all. And I am luce thac Scrip;ure [peaks of God in this language, aſcri- 
bing to him Immanen: as, as new or as ceafing, an1as moved by exteriour cau- 
ſes : Thzrefore this way of ſpeaking is nor unkc or intolerable, 

The Summe of all char I (ay therefore is bur this, That we canuot conceive of 
Gods Immanent a&s, as in themſelves they are (nor are they truely the ſame 
things that we conceive of, when we apply the ſeveral denominations to them : 
and therefore we mutt conceive of rhem by Reſemblance ta the As of Man ſo 
denominated, Kill acknowledging the Impropriety of the terms, and diſclaiming 


_ all thoſe Imperfe&ions which in man they do exprets, 


But becauſe M:.K;. hach (pokea to much tothis 19int already, its like he will 
rake itill if I rake no nocice of it. Twill therefore a little infilt on the conſide- 
ration of whar he ſaich on ir, ro Mr.Goodwin, pag.gz,94+ (but bciefly, as being 
nor to me.) | 


—_— ——ccI 
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S. 6, | 

Mr.K, Flis is ſuch a Reaſon as moſt of your Diſciples needed your fauour to reade a 

| Lozick Lefure to them,. that they might be in 4 Gapdgity to give their 
Fulgements 0n it ; Tou 10 having been pleaſed to do it, I will for once gratifie them 
with a Caſt of my ol4 Office; 4nd now ſuppoſeng my ſelf again in my Deans Chair, I 
gravely beginthus., That Univacum i that which is attributed to ſeveral thinzs accord- 
ing to the ſame *N ame, aul N,uure fignified by that name ; as Animal tos Mai and an 
Aſſe, to which are oppoſed on the one hand A.3uivocum, which is attributed according to 
the (ame Name, bus not ſignifying the (ame NN uture, as Canis which 3s ſaid of a Starre, 


4 Beaſt, and a Fiſh: either hath the ſame nzne Canis, but their natures are as differ- 


ent as Heaven, Earth and W.ter. On the other han4 Analogum, which i attributed 
according tothe ſame Name, 441 as ſignifying the lam? Nature ; but not in the like min- 
xcr. Now this ſame Analogum # of two ſorts; The terms are promiſcuouſly jumbled 
po ether by the Logickmongers, but let that be, 1. Proportionis 3 when the ſame N ame 
k given to things of the Like, but not the (amz Nature: as Laughing, &c, 2. Arie 
bucionis : wherethe ſame Name is given to divers things, according to the (am: Na- 
Fure : but this ſame Nature doth not agree to them alike ; but tothe one firſt, to the ather 


afterwards, ſecundum prius & polterius : yea to the later dependantly on the firſt « as 
Subſtance and Accident arc cach of them Ens, 4 thing, &c. 


pI EI 
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S. 6, 

R,B.f JOdalitle. 1, The firſt part of your task, you hive competently per= 

4 formed, viz. roacquaint'us of the lower O bs of your ancicat Dige 
nity : Our diltzace is io great trom the Supzrioac Planets, raar we mighc never 
have heard of your D:ans Chair, had you not happily here inform2d us : Bur L 
hope you had a more novie Imploiment in your Dans Chair, thea rhis poor, 
common, Infeciour work,to tell men of {nivocun £quivocum & Analozum,and to di- 
ttinzuiſh Analogum'P ropertiours & Attributionis ; Bur though [ had nor the happi- 
nels to be educate at your feet, yer in this your Learned, Elaborate, Polemical 
writing, I may, no doub:, expz& the beſt of your Judzement 3 and may canje- 


————— 
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Qure what you were want to reade to your Papils by that which you here ſo grave= = 


h cead to Mr.Goodwin, Firſt, you will not, it ſeems [jumble the rerms ſo pros 
miſlcuoully 
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miſcuouſly as the Logickmongers do :]J But, when theſe words had raiſed my 
expeQations of ſome more exquiſite diſtribution then ordinary, or at leaſt of more 
apt terms, I am pur off with the 61d diſtinRien, not only common in the School 
men, but inthe multitudes of Logick and Metaphyſick Writers, which 1 had 
thought you had diſdained : Not the (malle{t Senguerdize but bath-it 3 (oncly he, 
with many others term it, bat Barbarous 3 whereas Keckerman terms it Infipid , and 
Burgerſdicwus inept :) And Rurgerſins ſaith, that Analogortim nomine ſolum ca 01- 
cuntur qua ſecundum proportioncm apud Ariſtorelem vicautur, prout notart - interpretes Ox 
cap.1 6. poſt c.1 5. maxime vero ex 6.6, 1, Ethic. &c. Hſus tamen Lating Scbola & 
Philoſephoram obtinnit, us cttam ca qua ſecundun: attributzouem vocantur analogorium 70- 
mine cenſcantur, 

But though your DiſtinRion be very ordinary, I confeſle there is more then 
ordinary in your Explication of the members : But it is of ſuch a nature, as 


makes me beginto abate the apprehenſions of wy intelicity, in that 1 had never 


the happineſs to be your Auditor, and to have Learned Logick at your feet. Yeur 
Analogum in genere, is that [which is attributed according to the ſame name, and 
as fignifying the ſame Nature, but not inthe like manner, ] Your Analogum pro- 
portions, is [when the ſame name js given to things of the like, but not the ſame 
Kature.} Analegumin Genere, is of the ſame nature, as well as Name. Analegum 
Proportionts, is not the ſame Nature, but the Like. And ſothe nature of 1he Genus, 
is not in the Species: Nay they are contrary one to the other : and onely the later 
member {Analogum Attributionis) remains an Analegim, and each Species receives 
not the definition of the Genzs, If rhis be the DeErine which you fo { Gravely 
deliver from your Deans Chair, 1 will ſay as you do [T cannot perſwade my ſelf 
to leave my old Do@ors to follow You. ] 1 will even turn to poor: Keckerman, 
Burgerſdicius, Suarex again 3 yea to a Ruigerſits, Facchaus, Gorlaws, Serguerdine, 
Alſtedins, or any body that's near me of this generation, before I will iwallow 
what I cannot digeſt. 


_—_— ———_ 
—_—————— . — OT we _ Pe CC — Cw. 4 


6.7. 


WEN Ow if Subſlarce and Accident be Analoga, becauſe of the dependance of Ace" 

cidents on the SubjcA, thenwhat cucr ts predicated of God and the Crea« 
ture, muſt be predicated Avalogically, Lecauſc the creature hath it net but by dcpendance 
on God, but G od independently frem 1he ((reature: And as the Being of ihe Creature, 
& derived from God in fieri, and deperids on him in f:Gto efle 3 fo queſiionleſs the 
Knowledge of the Creature , is but a beam from the fountain of light, which is in 
God, and cannot longer ſubfiſt, then he vouhſafcth to preſeruc it by a continued irradia- 
ti0n, &c. 


w_—_—_ TX o—_— ". SPE. _—nt mr ——_ 
——— 


S. 7+ | 

R. B. 1* F Would rather ſay that Subſiznce and Accident are Analrgata, then 
| Analoga 3 but you may vic your Liberty, and call the eAnaloga, Andes 
legata. 2, 1 ſhould think that it js not direQly and firily [ Becauſe of the de= 
pendance of Accidents on the Subjc&, that Subitance and Accident are Analo- 
gata: bur becauſe of the Jmperfc& Entity which through this dependance the Ae- 
dents have inthe moreperfeR Entity of the SubjeR.” 3. It is not that moſt a 
| neral. 
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nerall eAnalogam, [[Ens] as appliable to God and the Creature,that we are now 
in queſtion of. Bur it is thoſe inferiour of [ Fore-knowledge > Knowledge, 
Will, EleQion, &c.] 1. Your [ Becauſe] is unſound , and I conceive your 
Conſequence is falſe, viz. [then whatſoever is predicated of God and the Crea- 
ture muſt be predicated Analogically] Do you think that nothing may be ſpo- 
ken equivecally of God and the Creature ? If you do, you are a fingular man; 
5. I hope you do not think that our knowledge depends on God, as Acci- 
dents on the Subje&@ : If you do, then God hath many Accidents indeed, were 
that true : I had rather ſay plainly, thatGad efte@erh our knowledge (by way of 
natural Canſarion in ſome reipe&, and by moral Cauſation in other reſpe&s) as 
that which had no Being before, then to talk of Emanation as a Beam from the 
fountain of Light z conſidering whar ill uſe many in theſe times have made of the 
doQrine of Emanation, 6, Ir ſeems by your former Concluhon [whatſoever is 
predicated of God and the Creature, mult be predicated Analogically]J and by 
your preſent predication of [ The fountain of Light which is in God] that you 
judge [Light] or [the fountain of Light] ro be predicated Analogically of 
God too. Which if you do, and this alſo muſt be by Analogy of Attribution, 
then it ſeems Heat, Cold, Gravity, Levity , Denſity , Raricy , Compoſition, 
or whatever is in the Creature may be rhus attribu:ed to God. 7, As to the 
point ir (elf in queſtion, 1, I will not meddle with that old Controverſie, Whe- 
ther Ens be ſpoken of God and the Creature Univocally, Aquivocally or Analo- 
oically. I have ſeen what Scotus (aith for his opinion in Sent. 2,diſt. 1 2.0 alibi. & 
1.diſt.3.9.1.@ 3. And what Anth. Andreas 4.Metaph.q.i. Meurifle Metaph: Scot. 
I i. Lu. p.108,7%. And Phil.F aber. Faventin. Phyſ.Scot.Thcorem.g5. pag.654, 
Cc. Rada, and others ſay for it : And what Occham 7u 1.Sent. diſt. 2. q.8. And 
Guil, Rubio, (ay for the Nominals opinion : And what Cajetan ſaith againſt the 
Scorilts. - (By which Scotiſts the ſenſe of Univocation, Aquivocation, and Ana- 
logy, isa little more ſubrilly opened, then M* K. doth out of his Deans Chair.) 
Bur the Queſtion that I ſpeak ro, is onely how farre Intelligere, Velle and Agere, 
may be Attributed ro God. 2, And for the diſtribution of eAnalegs, and the 
ſenſe of Analogy, I think, it will be long ere the Chair-men are agreed. Mecu- 
Tiſſc out of Rubio ſaith, #nivocum opponi ſoli aquivocs, non vero Analogo, & denomi- 
aativo : quia nivocum ſehabet a1 equivocum ficut num a4 Multa : Ynum antem pro- 
prie ſolum multis epponitur : ſe hahet autem ad Analogum & denominativum ; tanquam 
velati ſuperiue ad ſua inferiort: Quia Y nivocum alind eſt purum,aliud eſt non purum: Non 
purum eſt aut Analogum, aut Denominativam- Nullum ſuperius autem opponitur ſuis in- 
ferioribus : Ttaque Univocum nou opponitur eAnalogo & Denominativo ; ſed ab 
eAnalogo diftinguitur tanquam UHnivocum purim, WG & Denominativo Univo- 
cum quidditatruum , ſeu illud quod eft & pradicatum Univocum & Univoce pra- 
dicatur. Others innumerate eAnalogawith the Homonyma,diſtin& from Synonima, 

Goclenizs (who ſpeaks largely of it) gives this diſtribution, Lexic.Philof. p.100, 
I think in-fitter terms then Mr,Kendal, 


ÞP ropria : ut Ens, bonum, privcipium, naturd, motus, &ce 


Analogs ſunt Attributionetantum : ut ſanum ad animal &* medica- 
Þropertjons Improvria J mentum. 
; —_ Tranſlataproportione : Riſus, comparatione hominis @ 
_ prath, 


| Bur 
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But I think poor contemprible Keckerman and Burgerſdicins have better explain» 
ed and diftributed Homonyma and Analog, then all that ever I had the hap to be 
acquainred with, not excepring the fubrilleft Scorifts. - 3. As for the application 
hereof to our Queſtion, I Rill affirm, That the thing which the word [ Know- 
ledge] is ſpoken of, in God, is not only more eminently and perfeQly in him 
then the Creature, bur is only in him, and not in the creature ar all : And the 
thing which the word Knowledge is ſpoken of, or doth fignifie in man, is not at 
al! formaliter in God, bu: there is in him ſomething of an Infinite, tranſcendent 
Exceliency above it, which makes ir aſelcſs 3 and in God it would be Imperfe@i- 
on: Andthereforec it ray be ſail to be in God emznenter non formaliter : T he word 
[Knowledge] is firſt uſed rofignific the knowledge of man: It is tranſlated to 
preis to us that Incomprebentible perfeRion of God, which we cannot otherwile 
conceive cf or expreſs, Yet when ever we make ule ofthe term, we, cannot by it 
our ſe: ves attain to a conception, Politiveand true, of any higher thing then (uch 
knowledge as our own, With ſome negative additions, for remoyal of the Imper- 
feRions 3 as that it is Infinite, &c. ſo that man can have no true poſitive Con- 
ception of the Nature of that which in God we call Knowledge : Only he appre- 
henderh it to be ſomewhat like that which in man is called Knowledge, Burt Like 
is not the ſame, As Goclenizs out of riſtot. 0012 Th dvancyus, non ſunt own. 
fimilia Analogia 1021 ſunt cjuſdem generis : non ſunt eadem genere, It is therefore a 
proper ſpeech to ſay [| Knowledge is not in God} and proper to lay, itisin man : 
But yet it is a nece!'ary ſpeech ro ſay [God knows] becaule we have no fitter ex- 
preſſion for thac pz:f.Etion of God, which we (o call. eAquin. de Veritate Mater» 
242 Ou.1. ſaith, Et quia nulla Ratio fignifieata per ipſum nomen definit ipſum Deum, 
nullum nomen 2 nobis impoſitum eſt proprie uomen ejus; ſed eſt proprie creature que de- 
finitur ratione fignificata per nomen ; Et tameniſta nomina que ſunt Creaturarum noming 
Deo attribuunmur ſecundum qued in Crcaturis aliqus fimilitudo cjus nw: The 
third Opinion which he there reje&eth is, That Knowledge is attributed ro God 
M:raphorically, as'Anger is againft which he oppoſeth his fourth, Et 3deo alitey 
dicendum cf, quod ſcientia Deo attributa fignificat ge goue is Deoeſt.] As it thele 
might nor well confift ! Eveaa Metaphorical expreſſion dorh exprefſe ſomething 
thar is in God, though it expreſſe it but Meraphorically. And in Boy Frog SN , 
 hehath no berter anſwer ro the fafrh Objeion, which is drawn from | the great- 

er diftance between God and us, then between E ns Creatum 7& nox Ex] then this, 
Ad 5” dicendum,quod Enti & non Enti aliquid ſecundum analogiam conventt « qued ip- 
ſum non ens analogice aicitur Ens : ut dicitur in 4* Meiaph, Unde nec diſtantia que © 
eT inter creaturam & Deum commuunitatem analogice impedirc poteſt, It the Analogy 
berween Gods As, Knowledge, Will, and ours, be fo nearer then between Ens 
& 201 ens, ſure it is not (uch as you imagine, and hereexpreſs. And contra Gemil, 
L.1.c.3r. heconfefleth, that mm omnt nominea nobis dito,quantum ad modum fignaud: 
imperfeio incenitur que Deo non competit, quamuis res figuata aliquo modo eminent! 
Deo conveniat. Now ſcire,uelle,agere,are terms properly titted only tro mans imperfect 
Mode of Kncowing,Willing, Aing,and do attord us no politive Conception of any 
other:{o that if we could deviſe ſome genus which did comprehendGads aQts perfefe 
and mans imperfeF8,asEns doth ſubltance and Accident,yer that mult not beKnow- 
ledge or Will : For theſe are the proper names of the You imperfefum ; As if you 
ſhould ſay, Subſtantia eſt Accidens. A certain kinde of Comprehenſion of the Crea» 
ture Gad hath, whoſe Nature being to us unknawn,the proper name is unknown 
t00, and therefore we are fain to call it by the proper name of mans _— 
: on, 
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fion, 1.8, IntelleRion and Science, And all Divines confeſs, that as to the or- 
der of knowing, and ſo as to the name we mult firit begin wich the creature, to 
whom the name is firſt applicable, So Aquinas contra Gentil.l,1.c 35, Quiaex re- 
bus alits in Dei cognitionem perucuimus, res nominatim de Deo OF aliis rebis diForum, 
per prius eſt in Deo ſecundum ſunum modum ; ſed ratio nominis per poſtcrius ; unde & n0- 
miuari dicitur 2 ſuis canſatis. So Goclenins Lexic, Philoſoph, de »Analug. Duo ſunt di- 
ſtinguenda ; nimirum res ipſe per nomina4 ſigniſicate, & nominum impeſitio. Ad res 
zþſas quod attinct, prius ee de Deo pra dicantur, quam de creaturis. Atque his proprie 
ordo oft & convententia, quam babcut creature ad Deum ; citjus ordinis cauſa dicuntur 
nomina Analozice de Deo && de Creaturis pradiciri.  eQuod vero aitinct ad nominum 
Rationem & Impoſuioncm prin its noninivus appellate fucrunt res creats quam Deus. 
eQuare quod dicimus andlogice pradicarinomina de Deo & de Creatiris, quia prins de 
Deo quam de Greaturis :- de »Analozia reali ſeu ſecundum rem, u0n autem ſecunduin 10- 
mins rationem intelliigendum eſt. Zaxchy hath the tame words, whole they are ficlt 
I know not, How fit a {pecch this is, de 4fnalog/a reli, T leave ro others to judge: 
but all grant that the Name is firſt applied ro the Creature, and thence to God, 
Now all this holds of meer M:taphorical expreſiions, 

_. To ule Burgerſdicixs diſtribution, I yield thar theſe names apv.icd ro God and 
the Creature, ate not Homonyma 2 caſu, (ſuch as 4quinas cont Gontih abi ſup.cxpret- 
ſeth his meer xquivocals to be) bur 2 confelzo, Bur whether the Ratio Homonymie 
be in Ream, or in nobs., is not cafie certainly to determine. Ireeyorman faith, 
Ambizua ex ſumilitudine concepts eſt, cum rebus toto genere diverſis, wt 720 & Crea-s 
turks, idem nomen tribuitur cx cognatione quan mens format, Nimiium intelletFys no- 
ſter ut eſſentia &F operatione finitus eſt, ita infirm Dei nature 2 attributts concipiendis 
2:03 eſt proportionatus ; atque idcirco in Deo mhil concipes dirifte, ſed oblique ex frmili- 
ruaine quadam, OF imagine rei finite tanguam ofjecs ſrbi congruentis. Hinc 4 nobis Deo 
> attributis cjus voces cert, proprie as direc imponi nequiverunt, fed indiretg tan- 
tm, homonyma, & cxfimilitudine ea qua © evs 1obis repraſentatur in creaturis tauquam 
effects, qua repraſentatio valde imperfea cſt- Nomen Jehova, 2.e cxiſtenths, fibr ipfi 
impoſuit Deus, at nos neid quidem dircAe concipimus «© reliqiua aurem que Deo tribuimus, 
ut mifericordiam, Fuſtitiam, &c, cju{moti vocrhus exprimimas que dircite impoſute ſunt 
virtutibus hominum ſfuznificaudis, indiree autcm a4 Deum pertinent, quatenus nos tales 
in Deo virtutes ſumilaudine earum que in Nnemin:bus ſunt virtutum concipwmus, Vnde 
201 minis pie quam ſcite Cyrillus , in his que de Deo dicuntur, Maxima ſcientia eft Tg- 
oramiam confiteri; o& Auguſtinus, 7.exs, inquit, magnus cf , ſed fine quantitate, 
Bonus, ſed fine qualitate 5 tt vero a nobis magium foie quaniitate, bonum ſine qualitate 
direfe & plene concipi, efÞ impoſJibile, &c, Es Julius Scaliger, Nulls, ait , vo- 
ribus tam plene Deum fignificamus, quam iis que Ignurantiam noſtram pre- 
tendunt, 

But ſuppoſe it be granted, that the Ratio Homonymia is not only 28 neby, ſed in 
rebus, the queſtion will remain, Whether ir be oh inaqualem generis attributionem,or 
only ob femilitudinem, vcd mutuam rcrum ad ſe invicen babitudinem ? and lo be Tro- 
pical ? Mr. K, afſerteth the former ( under the name of Analogy of Attribu= 
tion.) The Scotiſts have long defended their Do@ors Afſertion, that Dems 10n 
eſt in genere.  Vid.Fab.Faventin. Phy. $cot.Theorem, 96. his Vindication againſt 
Greg. Ariminenſis and Bacconis : and many others of them have done this ar large. 
So doth Witkleff.in his Trialog, | 

And itthis hold, then nothing can be attributed to God and the Crezcure by 
this Analogy, per inequalem generis attributiauem, Yea Aquinas himſelf oft ſaith, 


--- 


Deus 


C357) 


Deus non eft in genere (as Sarnanys notes) in 1.p.9+3.4.5. :& 1.4d.3.4.4.2.2,3n, & 
I.cour,Gent.c,25,- though atrer in q.de fPotentiaq. 7.4.3. adult,” Concedit Deum eſe 
Genere ſubilymz redudive :; whiich Scotus retuterh.--So Eſtiz4 in 1 Sent. d. 8.9. 
10, denieth God to be zu ul» geniere. © And Sarnanzs hath no more to (ay for it tn 
his Conciliation (pag.15 ) then this, Eſſe ingenere ſtat dupliciter : primo modo ut 
pars ſubjeArvoacontertiin ilio generes Et fic negatar Deum eſſe ingenere, Secundo :m0- 
do, ut principinm Cotinens ipſum Genus ; Ethoc modo Deus per appropriationem: eſt 1tt 
Genere ſubſtantia, Vid. Oib, Bic. Sent diſt.8.9.1. Bucthis is not for God to'be #1 
genere, but for that Fenus to be in God. 


As Burgerſdicius (8h, Onaiun longrſſime & Synonymis abſunt homonyma 1a Caſu, 


quegz cauſam homonyma habent in un0kproprius ad ({ynonymoritm naturam acceduntrropts - 


ca,ac emprimis Analog; it umniumn proxime que ambi2uc ſunt ob inzqualem attributiouem- 
That theſe words are :11or \poken of God and the creature-unzvoce all of us agreezand 
the Schoolmen have iul.y evinced. Alſo that they are not ſpoken pure #quivoce,we 
are alto agreed,and the faiu Schovimen have* evinced (as particularly Aquinin fun. 
de Verit. uv; ſup. by many Realons : And Zanchins de Natura Deiborcows: many 
of them.) Bur which of the other kindes of homonytay they belgng| 20zi:is rhe 
doubr. Mr.K. thioks that which of all other is the neareſt ro: ſ{ynonymy : Þ 
think not [o : bur rather ro:he Tropical or Analogical, itri&ly ſo called, thar 
is, vel proptcr ſumilutudinem ſi nplicem, vel proportioncm ( if nor ſome of them, to: 
thoſe that have the Ratzoncm homonymix in nobls ) Facchaus (aich (Metaph L.1.c.6.) 
Ego vero mallem 1j14/1 Anlsz iam r. ferre a4 proportionalutatis Analogiam , non: Metd= 
phorican illam guongde widers airbutur oculo.cy ment) fed propriam, quomodo pritty 
cipium dicitur de cor ce... fundamecnto doms, v0 heditclaims Mr. K's Analogy».ok 


eJ,). . » ; . - : , 
Attribution : It thething be nor urcerly uncertain to/us, who know: (o lictle of 


Gods na:ure. Bu: chat we may venture on a conje@ure, I thould rather ſer the 
Creature at a,greater diſtance from Gogaaen they ds : and think! that theſe Ars 
fribures are all Tropicel, ſomewhat Mctonymical, but moſtly Metaphorical. L 
never ſaw (in 4qu145 or any other Schoolman thar ſpoke for it): any cogent: Rea» 
ſon to prove, that /atcllzgere, Velle,. Azere, xAmare, ace attributed to:God! in any. 
ot her kinde then Remmnuſer,Gaudere,0470 habere, ' Trafei, &c, Only a gradual dit- 
ference, I eaſily acknowledge, viz. Dhat Intelligere 7 Velle having letle. Imperfe= 
Rion, have therefore lefle impropiicty, And who knows not that there is. a wide 
difference of this fort among Metaphors,. lome being very near, and fome ſb: farre 
feccht, as robe Carachreſtical Durandys (aich (71 3,ſent diſt. g4. 9: 4.) 'Nullun 
women attribuimus Deo niſt ex Creaturis ; non enim ponimys nomen mſi rei quan antoli- 
Tims 3 & quiz noninichigimus ' cum, nift ex creaturis, & tantum quantum conclu1i- 
mus ex creaturis, ideo nullum nomen :mpoiitmus Deo miſt ex creaturis, quantum. 11 i}, 
quiz concludimus couvenire Deo exercaturis : conſtat auicm quod non omnia nomind que 
attribuimus Deo dicuntur de co tranſlitiys w metaphorice, &c, Solum auter 1i!l4 nomi- 
14 dicuntur de Deo tranſlutive 7 metaphoyice que fizuificant Peeiales quidditates rerum 
creatarum : velperfeAiones ſeenndum modun creaturis convenentem, ut. Leo, Agnus, 
Sentire,&c. Lua res fiznificata per has nomina non eſt in Deo, ſed aliqua ejus fumili= 
tuts, ut fortitudo, manſuctudo, & cognitioſtugularium, que in nobis pertines ad (cuſum. 
Bur 1 would fain ſee it proved, Thar Zntelligere, Vee, Agcre, do no: as properly. 
ſignific perfeFioncs ſecundum 'nodum (ſreaturis.convinicutem, as ſentire doth ? * And 
when we lay ſegetes flufuaut, fluftuarion is no more proper to the motion of the 
waters, then Intcligere, Velie, Agere, ate to the perie&tions and ation of man, 
or other rational creatures, And whereas they {ay that rhe terms are applied 'to 
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God, with a Remotion of the ImperfeQions which they imply in us, I anſwer, 
So they may ſay of thoſe lower terms, which they confefle to be Metaphorical, on- 
ly allowing a gradual difference of impropriety, Nor doth it follow therefore 
that there is notruth in theſe expreflions of God, or that they are no helps to our 
knowledge of him, or means of demonſtration. For Metaphors are not as pure 
equivocals :; T here's ſome common reaſon in the fimilitude, though in the firſt 
and proper ſenſe the name be proper to one. When we ſay, Segectcs fluuznt, we 
expreſle not only Motion, wherein both agree, but a mation of the Corn like that 
of the Water. I think, asT [aid before, tharir is no more proper to call God 
Seientem, Pojemem, Agentem, then to call the Firmament a Nur-ſhell, becauſe 
borh ſeem to have a convexity or concaviry, or contain lomething clie within, &c. 
Or to call the Sunne Reprzle, or a creeping thing, becanie it moves, and {o do 
creeping things : or then it is proper to call Knowledge, Light, or ro put Video 
for Intefligo (as Mr.K; cals God the fountain of Lighr betore.) The >criprure 
ſaith,God & Lighte yer I think chis will be cafity contefſed a Metaphor: and I think 
it is but Meraphora proprnguior, to ſay, Dems Intelligit, Vult, Agit, &c, And this I 
judge after long conſideration of what Aquinas hath (aid, 1.9.14.4,1,@9q. 19.4.1, 
& alibi ; and many other Schoolmen to the like purpole. 

Shall I adde one Argument for the Negative (rhac it is not by Analogy*of Ate 
triburion, that Knowledge, Will, Power, £6. are attributed ro God and the 
Creaturez as Eus is ro Subſtance and Accident) ad hominem. ſpeciaily ? Thar 
Knowledge which is the lamething with Will and Power, cannot be the one+ of 
the Analogates with our Knowledge which is not the ſame; in this kinde of A. 
nalogy 0b inequalem-generss diſtributionem : (ſuppoſing Knowledge to be the Ge- 
ns Anualozgium.) But Gods Knowledge is maintained by tholethat I diſpute with, 
ro be the {ame with his Will and Power) many lay, they differ but denominatione 
extyinſeca;) Therefore, @c. For the pt6of of the major, conſider : Elſe on the 
ſame grounds [Power] might be thus analogically ſpoken of Gods Knowledge 
and mans Power : For where there is no difference in the Thing, there needs to 
be none in rhe Name, as requiſite from the Nature of the Thing (but only from 
ſome extrinſick reſpect or ule.) But Power may not Analogically be ſpoken de 
Poteſftate humana, & ſcientia diviua Ergo, &c, Common reaſon and uſe of ſpeech 
confirms the minor, Ir ſeems therefore to be evident truth, that as it is from {i- 
milirude , or ſome Tropica! reſpe@, that Gods Itmmanent as, have divers 
names, rather then one alone: ſo is it from the ſame reaton that they have theſe 
particular names, rather then other : And conſequently that theſe names are not 
Analoga ingqualks Attributionss nature communis ; bur Analog Proportionis, or Tro- 
pical. Durandus (inſent.1.diſt.2. 9.2.) ſaich, Alia eft opinio que mihi viderur ve- 
rior, viz, quod diftinf10 attributorum, ſecundum rationem non poteſt ſumi, nifs per com< 
parationem ad aliquam realem diverfitatem afiu exiſtentem in creaturis, vel poſſibilem, 
<uod prob.1.fic.Differentia Ratios, niſfs fit falſa & vana, lices fit completive ab intel « 
len, oportet ramen quod habeat fundamentum in re : (ed differentia attributorum ſecun- 
dum rationem non poteſt haberc ſufficiens fundamentum in natura diving abſolut? accepts ; 
nifs comparetur ad realem aquerfitatem que in creauri eſt, vel eſſe poteſt, ergo differentia 
attributorum divinorum ſecnudum rationem, non potest v-re ſumi nift per comparationem 
ad creaturas. Major paict : ratis enim, quam intclleFus format, nifi fundetur aliqualiter 
in re, ficta eft & vana, &c, Vide reliq. 

I will only adde the words of Burgerſdicius Metaphyſ. 1. 2. c,$. $. 1. ſequuntur ea 


(«ttributa) qua creaturis communicari poſie diximus , ſaliem vx] dyanoy!ay : que 
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14men analogia non in ipſts Dei attributis, ſed in ipſorum effec fine operationibas que= 
renda eſt. Nam am attributa inſinita fint, aque atque ipſa Dei eſcentia, O& at- 
tributa incommunicabilia , nullam habcut c:m creaturts avanoyiay, mt in ſuls 
ſais operationilus circa objeeia Creata & finita, Apply this to Immanenrt 
Acts. | 


Co mm A. 
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S. 8, 

Mr.K.pa9.94.] F Fore knowledgein God and the Creature be not univocally the ſame, 

as ſurcly they are not, then % this Fore: knowledge attrituted to God 
and the Creature , either Equivocally or Analogicaliy : If Equivocally , then hath the 
F ore- knowledge of God and be Creature only the ſame Name : But that 4s not ſo; for 
God, IT hope, forc- knows as truly as the Creature, and the Creature may ſometimes truly 
fore-know. $0 that here is more then a nominal agreement between Gods and the (rea= 
tures fore-krowledge, It remains therefore that this fore knowledge be attributed 10 
God and the Creature Analogically : but % this Analogie cather of Proportion or Attribu- 
tion ? Tf of Proportion, then 6ither God or the Creature ts ks [aid to fore-know, but Cle 
ther Metaphorically or Mctor.ymically, Tf only Metaphorically 3 1 pray which of them #s 
but Metaphorically ſaid to jore-know ? Notthe Creature, &c. And ſurely much leſs may 
God be only Metaphorically ſaid 10 jore- know theſe, and all other things that ſhall come to 
paſs tuall Ages. Tf only Metonymically, as ſome things are (aid to be hcalthy, becauſe 
they have the fizns of ſanity in them, (1! am bold to uſe the Boyes inſtance in this caſe) 1s 
either God or the Creature cnly Metonymically ſaid to fore know ? Not the Creature, &c. 
Not God, for hc 1s the Author of our fore-knowledge : and therefore though his eſſence be 
90t the ſubject of his fere-knowledge, ror his fore knowledge an Accident of his Nature, 
Jet is be ſaid to fore- know without being beholden to any ſuch poor Trope for it, It reſts 
therefore that fore- knowledge i attributed 10 God by morethen this Analogie of Propor- 
0:01, and conſequently by that of Attrivutimm Now I demand which is the famoſius 
Analogatum ? Gods fore-knowledge, or the Creatures ? Queſtionleſs Gods : there be- 
ing infinitely greater Cauſe to ſet the Crown en Gods fore-hnowledge, then on that of the 
Creatures, then there 1s 16 ſet it on ſubſtance rather then accident, If ſo, $c. then on- 
ward, as Analogatum ver {e pofirum ſtat per famefiori Analogato, ſo rue fore- 
knowledge mentioned by it ſelf, muſt alwaycs be conſtrued of the jore knowledge lof God : 
and therefore fore-knowledge ks moſt properly attributable ro God, And thus being now 
willirg to reſign my place, Hec (ufhciam pro nunc, 


——— 
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S. 8. 

R. B.jF I had once done with you, 1 wouid rake heed of dealing with a Chair- 

man again in haſte, for your fake : for I finde I run upon a great diſad- 
vantage. For the credir of {uch mens underſtandings is ſo great with themſelves 
at leaſt, that they need no Argument, but their bare affirmation to carry the 
Cauſe, Your ſole Argument | fic dico] doth put me harder to it, then if you 
had many : For whart to ſay to this, I do not well know. Diſpute againft ir, 1 
cannot: and to ſet my Negation againft your affirmation,. will not do, till we 
ſtand on even ground. 

1, Aquinas de veris. and many another Schoolman {and Zanchy out of them) 
might have helpt you to more cogent Arguments, againſt meer xquivocal deno- 
mination, When you ſpeak of Gods eG as [truly] thac word [truly] 
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1s either oppoſed to fergned and falſe, or ro improperly : that in God which the 
term [ fore-knowledgeJ doth denoce, is Truly ia him, and him alone, but that 
which the word [fore-knowledge] doch properly and primarily fignitic, is not 
in God, 

2. Our Rabbis (as you call them ab uto witha (ſmile) do ſeem to us punies, to 
maxe a fuller diſtribution then you 3 as I have before ſhewed : and rherefore we 
take yoursto be defeive, and conſequently your reaſoning void 2 I have rold you 
of divers that pleaſe me better. 

3 How grecdiiy did I reade on, and follow you at the hecls. ro fee how you 
prove that it is:not ſpoken of Go: Meraphoriciily ? and when I come to the bu. 
finefle, What's the p-oof 2 Why you ſay {{urcly much lelfe may God be onely 
metaphorically ſaid ro fore-know.] You patie your word on it : Aud this is the 
knotty Argument that I cannot aniwer, becaule { am not of your Randing in the 
Univerſity : A little more of the Univerſity would have done me no harm (as you 
lay) when I am to deal withthis kinde of Argument. 

4- Our Tutor Burgerſdigivs told us, I remember, that zncetcris tropis non minus 
eſt homonymie locus, quam in Mctaphora, And therefore Meraphorical and Merony- 
mical, are nor a (uſhcient enumeration, 

5. Do not think ever the worte.of your {elf for ultog the Boyes inſtance : for 
(as you have partly ſalved your credir by intimaring that you are above it, ſo) 
Aquinas, Scotus, and molt of the Schoolmen that I have read, beſides Zanchins, 
and many another of our great Divines, do inake uſe of rhe lame inſtance ; 'And 
to play with this bigger ſort of Boyes, is no ſach dilgrace-ro you, ak 

6, Here I meet with a thing that runs in the form ot a Reaſon :: {tor he is rhe 
Author of our fore-knowledge] therefore he fore-knowerh nor onely Meronymi- 
cally. I confefle the Conclution is true 3 bur I fee not the reaſon of the conſe 
quence. As I remember a Metonymy of the eft:& is, when the efficient 
is fiznified by the name. of the ,eftc&, either by a Verb, as pallct pro 
metuit, or an AdjeQive, as mors palltda3 or a Sublitantive, as ſcclus pro ſceleſto (T 
purpolely chooſe the Boyes examples, as beſt belceming me.) Ana I have heard 
men oftencall Mr.Nath. Ward, Diſcolliminzum, and the fimple Cobler : And the 
Author of that Comedy, by the name of Ignoramus. I cuntelle it is a good Ar- 
gument [ Heis the Author of our fore-knowiedge , theretore he hath fore-know= 
led2eeminenter, or ſomewhat that is more excellent then fore-knowledge.) Bur 1 
dare nor ſay, that God hath formally in himſelf wharſoever he is the Author of. 
For he is the Author of Nutrition, Augmentation Compoſi:ion, of Sorrow, 
of Fear,-of Hell, of Worms, Toads and Vipers Bur it was the former "(the 
Metaphorical! Denomination, and alſo that of firit proportion, which ſome d1- 
ſtinguiſh frem the Metaphorical) which I had hoped you would have diſproved, 
But I mult take what will be had. 

\7. You think you plead for the Glory of the Divine Majeſty, when you tell us 
he need nor be beholden to a poor Trope. As it we ſhould ditpure, wherher the 
Sunne do creep as reptilia do ? and I ſay, Yes, Mctaphorically : and you will 
{ſtand up for the honour of the Sun, and ſay, wedebaſe it 3 and that i: doch creep 
without being beholden to a poor Trope for it ; Orif the Queſtion weie, Whe- 
ther the Sunne be a Vezerativezor ſenſicive creature ? and I (ay, Yes, Meronymi- 
cally : for it cauſeth Vegetation and ſenſe. And you will lay, It 1s Vegerative 
without being beholdento a Trope. What a Patron is ke of the honour of inan- 
kinde, that will prove that he is a Worm, a Beaſt, Nothing, and his lite : 
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dow, 2 dream, a Weavers ſhuttle, without being beholdentoa poor Trope ! Yer 
are theſe unſpeakably nearer, then the names of man and his as, to God: tor 
mter finitum & infinitum nulla eſt proportto. j 

8. You conclude thar the famoſins Analogatum, is Gods fore-knowledge, your 
proof is [Queitionleſs it is 10 :J] As ſtrong asthe reſt. But, when I look furs 
ther 1 finde lomewhar like a Reaton : [there being Infinitely greater caute to ler 
the Crown on Gods fore-knowledge, &'c.]J My dread of Gods moſt facred Ma- 
jeſty, forbiddeth me to ſet on him tucha Crown of Vanity. As if the Sun mult 
be the famoſirs Analogatum inter Reptilia, becauſe the Crown of [ Creeping] mult 
be ſer on its head ! What if we ſhould yield to you, thar the term | Knowledge, 
Will, Aion, &c.] being firſt Meraphorically applied to God, thar yet it 1s 
partly Analogical guoad inaqualem Generis attributionem , the term expreſſing 
(though improperly as 10 one) a Nature common to both? It would not yet fol- 
low, that here the more noble fort, even Divine Knowledge, &c. were the famo- 
fixs rAnalogatim ; For though it be moſt excellent and unexpreflibly glorious in it 
ſelf, yet the term agrecing firit with the lower, even humane Knowledge, there- 
fore that is the famoſeus rAnalogatum , as being the thing molt famoully and noto» 
rioully meant by rhar term, 1t you ask, Whether the Sunne do gliflen (as Glow- 
Worms, or rotten wood) or do Ritzlare or Candere ? It you ſay, Yea yet I think 
the Sunne acre is not the ſamoſous Analogatum, though the light which this word 
intendetli be moje eminentiy in the S1nn, then in the other things. 

You conciude, that [rut tore- knowiedge mentioned by ir felt, muſt alwayes be 
underitood of the fore-knowledge of God. Is that ſo indced ? 

is Why thendotke +echoolmen generally acknowledge, that the names are all 
firkt appiicavie ro the Creatute, though the thing be moſt excellently in 
God ? 

2. Then, it {cems, it is not a ſtrictly proper ſpeech to ſay [Man knows, or 
fore- knows, or Wils, or aQeth :}] for none of the Homonyma, are ſpoken of both, 
in tri propcicty, But it you would undattake to prove, that God may in as Grid 
propriety be {aid to Know, Will or Act, as man 1s, there are many thar would 
undertake to prove the terms Univecal : which in moſt Divines Judge- 
ment, would be to prove, that man is God : an opinion, which our new 
world in the Moon (zz Anglia lunatica) have very confidently imbraced of late 
years, | 

Ina word, Sir, my thoughts of man, and his Ads, Knowing, Willing, are 
fo low, and my thougius of the Infinite God, io high, or at alofle, when I go 
about to have any politive, true apprehenfions of his Nature, that I conceive you 
and I can no more tell what that is in God which we call Knowing, Willing, A- 
&ing, then my Horle can tcl] what Realoning or Ditcourte is in me, or' there=- 
2bouts, And yet I believe that the Knowledgeof God is eternal Life roo, viF, 
Now (as to the beginning) to know that there is a Ged, and that there is ſome- 
what in Him which mans Knowledge, Will, Goodnels, Juſtice, &c. have ſome 
exceeding, low, diſtant reſemblance of, and which we cannot better apprehend 
or expreſs then under ſuch notions, and by (luch terms 3 ir being yet in it ſelf of 
more unconceivable exceilency. And though I know-the Schoolmen are: confie . 
dent (without proot) that Sczre, Valle, &c, do exprets no ImperteRion, bur only 
Mogal, and therefore may be applied tro God (which 1 conjeEure will alſo be your 
Argument) yet I do not believe that Afſertion. Comparatively to lower or equal 
Creatures, it may be ſaid, that ir is nor ImperfeRion, which they expreſs. Bur 
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(49) 
abſolutely or comparmively as to G2d, iris ImpercteQion : Nor only ſome acci- 
dent or Modus, bur the very thing expceſt by theſe terms, is ImperfeQ: Elſe the 
Creature ſhall have ſomeching equal to God, and ſo be Gd. Andif it were but 
a Modal Imperfe&ion 3 yer when the term doth ſt:-ia,y and properly exprefſe char 
Imperte&t Mods it (elf, as well as the Thing, then char term cannot bc applied to 
God any nearlier then Tropically, Knowledge, Will, Action, and all the terms 
ficred ro man, are lo ſtriQly ficred ro expres rhe humane Mole, as weit as that 
which you leparare in your Incelle&, and call perte&t, rhat tt cannot be applied ro 
one Without the other, bur abufively oc cropically 3 No more then [crecping] is 
appiicable ro the (wife motion of the Sun, when the rerm doca imimarely fignife 
the flowneſs and Mode of the motion, wirh the motion ir-(cif, 

Goi forbid that I ſhould doubt, whether char in God be Perte&, which we call 
Knowledge, Will, A&ion : Bat what it is that under thele naines of infinitely 
remote limilitude we do expreſs, what earthly man can tell? Becaulc I belizve Gods 
Immanent a&s to be perfect, therefore I belicye them nor to be the (ame thing thar 
man apprehenderh under theſe rerms. | 

Oh that frail man were more acquainted with his Nothingneſs * then would he 
aot dare fo tolifc up himſelf in comparilon with his Maker ! Then would nor 
the Chriſtian world for ſo many hundred years have been filled with quarrels a= 
bout unſearchable Myſeries 3 and the great Divines of the Church, be the grear 
Dividers of the Church by voluminous contentions, and cenſorious, uncharita- 
ble, zealous emulations about Gods ſecrets : They would not have faſtened upon 
utter uncertainties, and things unrevealed, and then have tiled their fancies [ the 
Orthodox DoCtcine] and reproached or quarrelled with thoſe that were diſſenters. 
'The world would not have been alrogerher by the ears about things that they 
know no more then a beaſt knows what is the ſoul of man; ſuch as many of rhe 
Schoolmens writings are, and moſt of thoſe points in which the Controverhes be- 
tween the Arminians and anci-Arminians, the Jeluices and Dominicans, are ulti- 
mately reſolved : Yea, and your Academ cal Chairs would have been berter im- 
pioyed : and then Gad woula not have bzen ſo provoked againſt them : Nor 
ſhould I have needed to fear thar your Chair is coming down, while I reade here 
that you are coming down 3 nor have caule to {alure you [o ſadly art your deſcent, as 
tearing a future vacancy of your reſi gned place. 
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Mr.K. Paz, [ Shall now ſee what Mr-Baxrer ſaith, though notto auſwer this Argu- 
ment, or any other, yet to detra ſomewhat from the Reputation of the 
Concluſion, that there can be no new Immanent aft in God, but all are Eternal, 
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R. B. O feign a wrong end to a mans ſpeeches, is uſually the way to falten 

on them a falſe and alien ſenſe. 1 therefore who am better acquainr- 

ed with my own End and meaning then M-.K. is (as well as he knows me, by 

looking through his PcoſpeRive- Glaſs from Cornwell to Kidderminſter) ſhall berrer 

acquaint others what was my meaninz in the words, which he faſtens on, And 
this is the true and plain Analyſis of my words, 

Having affirmed Juſtification to be a tranſient aQ, and that therefore the In- 
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[41] 


e&tion of ir argueth no mutation in God, I was fore't ro meer with rhe. opinion. 


_ of Bf Tnifs, who takes it to bt an Immanent AR, and therefore if it: ſhould 


begin de novo,. it would argue a change. in God,” (Not ſpeaking / of char in" fore 
Eonſcientie.,) i "iT | IS Xn 
Theſe rwo Conclufions therefore I tobk as certain, and neceſſary to be [held of 
very knowing Chriſtian. | | 
1, That God doth not change. 


2, That God dorh nor pardon or juſtiie men from Erernity 5 (no nor 
from the rime of Chriſts death) and therefore that he doth in time juſtific and 
fotgive men, even when they believe. Theſe rwo Concluſions being Certain and 
neceſſary, I taxe the later as aflaulted by D.TwF 3 who thereby would make'them 
ſeem inconſiltent, _ | | 

His Argument is, JuKification and Remiflion are Immanent Ads, therefore 
from Eternity, To this Ianſwer, 1, By denying the Ancecedent : For 1 had 
before ſhewed, that they are Tranſient aRs, and what Trankent a&s they arc. 


- 2, Having premiſed, that no a&s ate Immanent in God Poſitively but oenely Ne- 


eatively (as Schibley ſpeaks 3) I anſwered, That many doubt whether Imma- 
nent aQts are any further Eternal then Tranſient a&s:;(which I will open anon 
when we come toit :) and therefore that this is not a matter of ſuch Certainty as 
the Propoſition oppoſed is : and thereforeUncertainties muſt be reduced to Cer- 
xainties, and not Certainties ro Uncertainties: q, 4. I am ſure God doth .not 
ow and Jultifie from Ecernity from plain Texts of Seripcure : Bitr you are not 
are that all Immanent aRs are Eternal any more thea Tranſient are'z. Therefore 
if theſe two Propokitions were as inconſiſtent as you imagine, yet I would rather 
hold the former, and let gothe later, then hold the latter ahd let go rhe former. 
Here I ſuppoſed it obje&ed, that it is not to be endured that any ſhould argue 
God of. mutability + but the foreſaid Do@rine doth fo ; Therefote, &'s. To 
which I anſwered, that there is no change in God : and they that"do hold this 
opinion, do yer hold it is conſiſtent with Gods Immutability 2 and I gave two or 
three ſhott touches of their reaſoning : ' If you ask me, whom I mean, I-anſwers: 
I mean Eychetus, Permotrm, F ranciſcus a Sunfts Clavs, and in part Sudrey and 'Bilrs 
gerſdicins, in the words which I ſhall anon cite in his Metaphiyſicks. And mark 
that I do not (ay, that theſe picad for the Inception or Ceflation of Immatieiir 
a&ts:; bur that Immanent a&s are new as Tranſkem are 3 that is, not quead ſub- 
ſtantiam ai##s, but traxfitionem in objefum extrancum. For here ir is (uppoſed, tlizr 
it is not-thoſe Immanemt a&s, whoſe obje& is God himſelf, which is ſpole&ef, but 
only thoſe that are about the Creaturez Note alſo, that I never thought of ovn= 
ing chis opinion. bur had ever ownied the opinion” of the Ereriiity ot ll Tmm®s 
nem a&s 3 and fo farreas the matter is diſcetnsble,-do hold to-it fills buit'T rake 
the point in Queſtion to be paſt our reach and therefore not of ſuch Certsinry; 
as roencoutaye us to rejed a plainly reveated truth, upon ſuppoſition of rheir in= 
conhitency. | 
- After this I returned-to my firſt Poſicion, and'thade it my full, final Anſwer, 
char: Remiſtion and Juſtification are Tranſient a&s,' 4nd- not Tmithdcient;, and 
that in this I had mo Divines ot ny fide,” though they did not otdinizs 
pn expladn the Nature of this Tranſient A& 5 whett thetebport T'biore filly 
explain'd, THis | 425 ar einng $70 $230 G FN 
._ Thus, Reader, I have givea the true Analyſis of all theſe words 'abotit Timinis- 
neat as, whick Mr .K, eat” his quartel With tne 7 and mn 
0 
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he layeth ſach a heavy:charge on. And, I think, if I had ſaid no more to him; 
bur onely given. you this true Analyſis, it had been enough to ſatisfie the ims 


partial , and: Judicious, and to free my words from that ſandy ' incoherence 


and ſenſleſneſs, which (not underftanding them) he doth faſten on them in his 


chargez and to-vindicate my ſelf from thoſe corrupt intentions and errours which 
he intimates. : 
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3. XK | 
Mr.K. P ſaith he , As have not the reſpe of the eAdjun@ to its Subjef , but 
an effett 10 its cauſe : Therefore new. Immanent «Att; will not inferre an als 
$eration in God ; Therefore, &<, 

To this ameced:nt, I anſwer, that no «Aft k properly an effef, or relates as ſuch to 
the Cauſe ; the AF i; rather the Canſality thenthe effet, as Mr. Baxter may pleaſe 19 
learn from his great 2ofors in the Metaphyſicks, whom T think enough 10 name in general, 
though he uſeth to quote them ſo exatly, as it were the Chapter and verſe. 
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R. B.T. F T have learning:enough to underſtand your meaning, you endeayour in 

| theſe words to prove two Concluſions. The firſt and principal (and I 
think, the whole (cope of your writing) is, that I am Ignorant and uglearned. 
The ſecond and ſubordinate is, that Immanent ARs are certainly Eternal, or that 
the change of them will inferre a change in God. The firſt you prove by my Pe- 
dantick citing of Schibler and Burger{dicius, the Boyes companions, and that as 
if they were DoQors in the Metaphyſicks , and that ſo exaQly, &c. which you 
think it enough ro name, To this I anſwer, 1. Your Argument labours of two 
diſeaſes, 1, Obſcurity : which may make ſome,that know you not, conjeRure 
-that yourdeſign was (carce honeſt, which you (o carry under hand by intimarions, 
when yet it ſeems the great Cauſe of this your undertaking : For my part,T think 
you would never have mentioned my name here, but to this end, 2. Of Need=- 
leſneſs :. If you had ſtooped (o low as to conſult me in this bukineſs, and opened 
to me your deſign, I could by three lines have ſaved you the writing of theſe leaves: 
but that's too late : Burt yer I may prevent your voluminous labour perhaps for the 
future, -if Ido it yet. Be it known therefore to all men by theſe preſents: thar I 
R. B, do confeſs my ſelf ignorant and unlearned , eſpecially compared with 
ſ{uch as Mr. K. and his Genizs, Habetis confitcutem ream. What need you 
any more Witneſſes? I hope now you may ſaverthe main1abour of your next 


* 


writing. 
Ye let me tell you the reaſon of my crime, alittle more fully. Itake'the com- 
mon good to be the beſt. I have aboutthirty TraRares of Metaphyſicks by me 
(an ill workman, that needs ſo many tools) and I value theſe rwo or three Com- 
mon ones which I cited before all the reſt.: and I think ſo do the Schools that uſe 
them moſt commonly, Nor do I ſee any great reaſon hitheto ro take Mr.K, for 
a more learned, authentick , unqueſtionable Door in the Mertaphyficks, then 
SnareF, Schibler or Burgerſdicizs, as bighly as I value him above my ſelf, Nor 
indeed did I ever before this, hear of his name (to my remembrance 3) much 
kk of his Metaphyſical writings, Bur as ſoon as cyer Mr.K'# Metapbylicks come 
| tQ 
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to my hands, if I do not bow tothem, & veſtigiatanti Philoſophi adorare, then let 
him call me an unreverent fellow, | RAE. | 
Now to your ſecond bufineſs: Where, 1, I might better have been underſtood, 
if you had not left our the fore-going wordsz [by Immanent , they muſt needs 
mean Negatively, not Pofitively,J For by this they that ſee all 'might have un- 
derſtood that, 2. It is Gods a&s that I ſpeak of, 3. And you do out of your 
own brain , affix the Ergo, as if it were mine, making that an Argument, which 
I there take as preſuppoled. The reſt we will come to anon. 


Le m——— 


CE. 11, 
Mr,K. Hus when the fire warms my hands, the heating is not the effe# 3 but 
the Heatproduced in my haud by the fire. This heat now is conſiderable 
three manner of wayes. I ſhall not honour my Papers with the name of Suarez for 


#5, but referre my Reader, if be be a young Scholar, and not ſatis fied init, tohis Smith 
and Brerewood, | 


—  ﬀ 


| S, II, | 
R, dv again ! You will make men believe that I am grown to ſome Repu- 
tation of Learning, when you think ir necefſary to-uſe ſo many words, 


to prove meafreſhman. Is not one word of your mouth enough to blalt the repu- 
ration of (ucha puny ? 


mm 


ee 
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S. 12. 

Mr, K.F Ither, 1. Asit encreaſeth, and in order to the higheſt degree of heat, and 

ſo «1 5s called Motion, which # nothing elſe but the Terminus in fizri. Or 
2. As th receivetinto the ſubjef, and ſo it # called Paſſion, heating like beating being 
«5 well taken in a Paſſive ſenſe as an ative. Or, 3. Avit i derived from the Agent, 
and (0 it is called afion : butthis aFion again & confiderable two manner of wayes, Ei- 
ther Phyſically or Logically, Phyſically, and ſo the P aticnt 5s the ſubject of it : the heat 
which undergoestheſe ſeveral denominations, being in my hand, as was ſuppoſed. 2. Lo- 
gically, axd ſothis ation is but an extrinſecal denomination, and the Agent is the ſubjef 
of it ; 'Now take it how you will, Aion is an adjunt, as denominating the azent, ns 
way 41 effe as an ation, &c." | 


—— 


| "'Y. 12, | 
RB, 1. He word [Effe&] is ſometime taken for every thing that hath a 
Being and a Caule, and [9 every Aion is an Eff:&, as having 3 
Being dependant on its Cauſe: ſometime it is taken more reſtrainedly, for thar 
only which is permanent after the Aion, or is Effe&ed by it, and ſo Aion is 
nor an Effet, 2, The uſe of your diftciburion or diitin&ions to our bulineſs 
ſeems to me (0 ſmall, as that I know not well to what end yoa bring them forth, 
3. The orderof your diſtinguiſhing I have no great minde tolearn. 1 ſhould ra-_ 
ther havediſtinguiſhed Logical and Phyſical Aion, in the firſt place, had there 
been any ule for it, 4, Bur your Logical a&ion we have nothing roſayio:; Nor 
did I ſpeak de ſubjeFo predicationis,, 5. YerT have no great detire of imitating 
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04,- in calling the Agent, the ſubje& of the extrinſecal denomination [viz. A. 
Non. t owe Peat Aion, which is ſo. denomiaated : Though of the 
yeebdl predication [egit] I would willingly fay, that the Agent is the ſubje&, 
6. But is. is your Phylical AQion which we have now to de with: and that nor as 
it is in Patiente, for (a itis Paſſion, and not formally Action, Whether Scotas 
opinion of a Real difference be true or not (which yer may have more ſaid for ir 
then (ome luperficial anſwerers datake notice of) yet formally ics like ir will be | 
granted, that they are not the ſame : And therefere you ſhould ſpeak of Aion as 
Aion, #8 dicit egreſſuxem & dependentiam ab agente, and nor as it fignifieth Paſ- 
Gon, that is, Reception of Aion, and the effteR of it : and ſo the Patient is not 
rhe ſubje& of Ationz Nor do I believe ir a fir ſpeech to lay, that CalefaRion is 
in your hand, though Clor be. But we muſt hear you further 3 to how grear pur-= 
poſe we ſhall ſee. | 


—— CC ——,. _"_"— 
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MK, 1, Ow take it how you will, Aion % an adjunff, as denominating the 
| N Agent, no way an Effet, as an Aﬀion, 2. Nor doth i carry 
that ſtile in any of theſe learned Sophies, commonly quoted by Mr.Baxter with ſo much 
TEVErence, 
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R.B, 1. Qf7 you ſo | isitan adjunR as denominating the Agent, take it how 

) will? What if Frtake it, [as it is received'into the SubjeR, and 
called Paſſion] whichis your ſecond ſenſe * Why ſaid yeu that your Logical A- 
ion was an cxirinſecal denaminatian of the Agent, it your. PhyGgcall Aion be 
ſo too ? When you ſeemed by this ta difference them ? 2. I marvel thar my Re- 
verence ra.thele:Sophzes ſhould:bethe matter of ſ@ many of your lines, and you 
ſhauld think is neceflary to rehearſe it ſo,oft : Sure you are jealousthar your Reads 
er will be very. ugobſeryant of your weighty oblervationss. But, Sir; is not Reve- 
rence a fign af Lowlineſs?? Why then are you offended at it > You ſhould: rarhev. 
applaud me, and (ay, If R, BB. do (o much Reverence a Suarex. , a. Schibler, a 
Burgerſdicius, if he knew me, bow much more would he reverence me !. Bur, to. 
deal more plainly. with.you,, the turther I go in-peruſfai of your learned. E3bours, 
the more I perceive my Reverence to abate, Let any man. except your ſelf judge 
by the next paſſage, whether you deſerve more reverence then theſe Rabbies and 
Sophies (as you have honourably be- Titled them,) You boldly and flatly affirm, 
'T hat Action [is no way an Effet, asan ation, nor doth it carry that ſtile in any 
of theſe learned Sopbies, &c-] Eicher this Aflertion is True or Falſe. If True, 
Mr. K: bath got liale : but I am falſe, if this berrue. Tf it be falſe, either Mr.K. 
knew it to be {o, or he did not, If hedid, and yet ſpoke it, and rhat ſo confidently, 
hen hemuſt pardon me for Reverencing theſe childiſh Aurhors before him, If ir 
be falſe and he knew ir norgthen, 1,He is one that will ſpeak boldly whar he knows 
not, and accordingly to be believed, 2. And then irſcems he knows not whar he 
luppoſerh his Boyes to know, and he looks ar as: his 4.B.C. Þ will finde our a 
Tertium to (alve his credit as ſoon as I can. *1f there be no other, Vlelay it on a 
defect of memory,conjunt with a certain audacirygto tell the world in print, thar 


rhole things. are nor written which he read when he was a boy, and hath fince 
forgotten., | Ler 
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Ler us try the truth of his Afertion. I muſt nor tell him of ſome Schoelmen- 
or any other Philoſophical Wricers, that cal} [aQion] an efteR, for rhen he will 
ſay, T hoſe are nor the Sophies in Queſtion 5 It muſt rherefore be the! very ſame 
men, Let Schibley ſpeak firſt Mes.l, 2.c.10,T'it.3. Punc.2. f. 54." Luod ad aftionem 
immanentem attines 3 dicitur ea Immanens ab mamanendo, quod fcilices i! agente maneat, 
Exiſtimo tamen eam 01 eſſe imelligendam Pofuive,ſed Negative. Nam afiv Immanens 
qu4 141; eft, eft in 4gente, hec ſenſu, quiznon tranfit ad Patiens. In ipſo antem agente 
non eſt per-modum Adjun#t, ſed fimpliciter ad ipſum comparatur ut ad Cauſam. Hnde 
hac Propcfutio, Homo imelligit, vel of Sj non eſt ut adjun#i de ſubjefts, fed us Et- 
fe&i de Cauſs:; Etpatct: Nam eAfio tranftens nnllum habet fubjetum, ne quidera 
ipſum patiens, ut viſum eſt, Ergo etiam aftio Immanens 2 fortiori non poſtulat ſubjectam- 


Conſcquentia firms eſt, quia afito tranſiens magic cf ex ſubjeffo, & magis poſtulat ſub- * 


jeftum, quam atio /\mmanens. Sed afio Tranfiens incſſe Ationn, nullum habuit ſub 
jetum, &c, Ergo confirmatur, quod Ao ut fic , nou dicit niſs egreſſum & virtute 


' aFive alicujns agemis. Egreſins aurem opponitur 7t efie in. Et hinc relinquitur genera- 


tim logneuds de aftione ut fic, cam non poſiulare ſnbjeum. Neq; enim Genm debet habere 
N atut am'repugnauters ſuis fpeciebus, &c, 

Yer more\, thet'you may be paſt doubr of Mr.K'sVeracity and Ingenuity, kd. 

I, c4p.22. Tit.23, Art.1, Caterum vox effeXi ambigua eft, &c.' Primo Proprie & 

Adequate fignificat cauſatum Fecialiter , nempe cum connotato refpeFu ad cau- 

fam efficiemtem, &e, Deinde'effeAum ſumitur generalins & per Synecdochem ſpecies pro 


geuere, qnomedo dicitur a quipollentey ad Canſatum, quomodo jam Cicero loquebaiurs 


&c, prateres 3® effetum (front & (auſatum ) aliquando Fecialiter accipiuntur s 


prout feenificant eſſe tans &*permanens poſt affionem : In quo diffrugunnur comra effe- - 


A :onem vel afionem, vel motum : atque ita aliqui atunt Afionem non effe effe run: 
fed id quo produeitur effeftas. Hic tamen commimins Effefiom & Caufatum ſummer , 
T-iciturque id omne (auſatum quod haber eſe per dependentiam ab aliqua Cauſa five fit d- 
#ro, five Res per Afionem falls. Atquenaetiam Ramus in Logic. r.c.g, Hue, in- 
quan, in docbring Efef:, pertiner motus & res motu aa, &c. Vid.uls.11, Et /rt. 
3. De effeto ſpecraliver dicfos Nh1il autem occurrit hic explicandum prater (pecialia 


nomina efte toram 5 qualia ſunt extpyere, Eigrynuo omexioua, meg Of min. 
or, Teitur eripyere boo loco mbil almd'eſt quam ipſa AQtio, Damaſc.ltb. ; .de Orthod. 


fid. c.15. cam definit, quod fit efficax & ſubſtantialis natur# motus. De hoc effe us 
gencre, hoc eft, de eAftione, intelligendus eſt iſte Canon , Ceflante cauſa ceſſar efte- 
aus: Effeitue inquam qui eft ev<pyeic © (efſunte Paire ceſſat, (non Filius ſed) Gene» 
ratio Faly » Ceſſamte ArchitedFo' geſſut (won domus ſed) adificareo. wigynes antes 


opus'eſt poſt a ionent manens, &c. meat quandoq; generatim: fignificat operationem, ſo- 


eu & Latina vox Aﬀions, &c. «Fid: reli. 


So in\ his Compends Philoſ de Logic.l.s.S.1.c.5.p.17, Ad cffeltum tanquam exemplum: 


ejus pert int metus, & res motu fafta. | 

And Metaph.l.2.c-3. Tit17.n. 630, he ſaith, Reſp, Effe ambiguitatem in voce 
creati entis:Creatum enim Ens quandogue dicitur id ſolum quod per Ationem creativans 
incipit eſſe, quodque eſt quaſs Creationis termings : Et fic Creatio non e$ aliquid creatum: 
<Zuandoquevero Creatum E ns diciuur omne Hud quod dependenter eſt ab Eute ingroata, 
ſroe id fur perrmodum Aionis,. fooe per modum re: facta C0. ui 
per attionem.. 'Erhocimodo Cyeatio eff quid Croatum,. Callouins Mcraphyl. Divine 
Simile quideft- in wece EffeRi- vel Effeftns: Dicitur (aith,pi5244.1n genere cauſa» 
enim quandogue effeftum pro eo: quod eſt quaſs Aftionis rumelt operatio, &aaipy evets, 
Termiaw, quemodo domus,v.g. ot effefium. Aliquando. vel opus: ®, u#pynuae. 
| ; H 3 _ 
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vero ſumitur communins ut dicatur effetun quicquid 2 Cauſa eff, five id. fit per, modum 
Afionis ſeu motas, four per modun rei per motum fate; Et fucetiam ipſe Aﬀiones di- 
cuntur effefa, &c. Atque ita ficut noſtr.e Attiones ſunt effefa, ipſa tamen nou poſtulant, 
ut per alias ationes flat, &c. | 4 Os 
So lib,z.cap.10, Ti,z. Art.3.n.31,32, Nam @ ipſe Attones dicentar efetus pre- 
ciſe, & in ſe,quia habent eſsc dependens aliunde, &c, S0ne 41,42. W& n. 49, 59,51, 
Et confirmatur per Ariltor.l.3.Phyſ,T,20. Ub: ait,cunlem Atum eſſe Agentis tanquam 
2 quo, O patientis t4nquam in quo, hoc eſt, ibihabet reſpetum effett ; hic vers habes 
refpetun adjuniti. | 
"' Again, L.26.3.T4.14.n.415. Potentiazd ſuum Atumn compardtur ut effeFam ilius, 
Unde Intellefio, v.g. efet effet us potentie intelleFiuvge, CC. | | 
Naw ler Mc.K's audicors conlier the next time he aſcendeth his Chair, how 
farce their great Miſter is to be credited, and with what Cautions his' moſt conk- 
dent Aﬀertions malt be received. Let a man ſpeak never {o many DoRcinal un=- 
truchs, we may modeſtly and handſomly confute chem wichour offenlive language: 
bur when men ſpeak (auch palpable untruths in matter of fa&, I love not to diſpute 
with them, ſeeing a man hach no anſwer for them, beleeming their ercour, bur a 
plain defideraturveritas, which ſeems (o unhandiome lanzuage that ic 'is uſually ill 
taken whar ever be rhe cauſe. . 

. Bur ler us hear another of the Sophies, vit. Suarez, Metaph.difp.18. SeF.1o, n, 
8, «Quod fs nomine Effetus comprehen1amus nouſolum rem produtam, ſed quicquil & 
virtute agentis manat, fic concedim us aFionem eſse a!liquo molo effetum agents, cum fit 
dependens vel patius ipſamet dependentia ab illo : Eſſe autem EffeFum hog lato mods, non 
repuznat.cauſalitati « quin potius inomnibus cauſes quas hatenus trait zvimn, Cauſalitas eff 
effeFus cauſe, &c, WR 

It were no hac4 mitter to produce more Reverend Sophies far Mc,K. who uſe 
the ſame language and call Ations Effe&s 3 but being abour 
Vid. Alting. P:o- ſo (mall a matter, I chink ir is not worth the labour, In this 
blem. Theoloz. much the Reader may perceive to what a loſs of time he may 
part.I.p.55, be lead in reading ſuch Controverſies, where men leave the 
| Things, and fall upon Perſons and Words, out of an earneſt 

deſire to finde out ſome way to caſt Concempt upon their Brethren, 


eo -—_ 
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Mr.K. {Hens wont to be more conmaon in horſe-fair thex Aa ARio fit in 
V Agente, waich with the knack, of this hackney diſtinfion, every dull 

Fade could tura at their pleaſure, and hold ſom:times affirm tively, ſometimes neg4tively. 

wo. the _ farre linle is ſa: to the prejudice of that truth, hat there is no new Immanent 

aa in God? #29 | 


CI 
| _— 
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Rank, 23 horſe-fair, and hackaney diftin&ton, and duil Jade, arepaages (0 
profound that I muſt paſs them as unanſwerable by any that hach nor at- 

tained ro your Degrees. Bat doub:leſs you knew allo how commaa it is co main- 
tain the Negative on other grounds, and te (ay, that Adis eff Agentis, nou in A- 
gente : and this is the language thar I have hicherto thought factelt ; and your con= 
xrary judgement alone will (carce moye me trochinze. As for the ſafety of your 
| : ; Fs. Concluton, 
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Conc!lufon, I muſt tell you, ir is no ſuch glorious Atchievement for you to vindi- 
cate it againſt one that never oppoſed or denied ir. 
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Mr.K. BY! 2. Though this ſhould be gramed ts Mr Baxter 10 be truc in afts tranſi- 
ent, yet an immanent aft 4 queſtionleſs an AdjuzF, and not onely denomi- 
nate the agent, but ivhereinu, For I ack, 1s Knewing or Willing a Subſtance or 
Accident ? an Accident queſtionlefſe. If an Accident ; In what Subjct ? Out of 
the Agent, you will finde no place where it may ſect the ſole of its foot, Therefore 


it 5 in1he Agent, and ſo an Adjund : axdif ſo, ſure Immanen as in God muſt needs 
infer an altcration. For ; 


— 
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R. z] Confeſs your farſt oneſer (ſo fade, ſo cauſleſs againſt a feigned Ade 

verſary) made me ſuſpe& you to be ſome prgnaciſſimum animal (as Dr, 
Twiſs cals his Adverſary) bur your proſecution puts me our of doubt, 1. Had 
you confined theſe ſpeeches of yours only to the Creatures As, you had ſaid bur 
as many others have done before you : But it is Gods aRs that you ſpeak of, as. 
you aſcertain us in your application [and if ſo, ſure Immanent aQs in God maſt 
needs inferrean alteration.) But indeed.do you believe that God is compounded. 
of Subſtance and Accident ? Yea doth the contentious diſpoſition ſo potently- 
carry you on, that you dare ſpeak in ſuch confident language, as to ſay thar ir is 
[an accident queſtionleſs] which yow attribute to God ?: What could Porſtius. 
have ſaid more ? Irhought you had concurred in opinion with your Brethren, 
that uſe to call Gods Immanent aQs, as diverſified and as diſtin&t from his Eſ- 
ſence, only Extrinfick Denominations : Bur-it ſeems.you think otherwiſe (for a 
little time, while-your haſt doth hurry you that way per modum nature.)' - 2: 1f you 
ſay, That you meant onely this much [Immanent aQs are Accidents inherent in * 
man: Therefore they inferre an alteration in God] You might ſo ezfily fore= 
know that I would deny-your Conſequence, thar me thinks ſo great a Diſpurant 
ſhould not ſo drily have paſſed over the proof.. I do not ſtick on the Rrangeneſs: 
of the Concluſion it ſelf, that [| Immanent aQs in God muſt needs inferre an alte= 
ratienz] which is againſt your ſelf and all Divines, who maintain that there are 
Immanent a&s in God, For I doubt not but yeur haſte which the diſputing ich 
provoked you to, cauſed youto put | Immanent as] for new Immanent a&s.] 
3+ Bur-its firange, that you could bethink you of no anſwer that might be made- 
to your Queſtion. [If an Accident, in what *ubjeR? ] when you know it is. 
ſo common to deny that Inheſton is neceflary to every Accident 3 And. 
when you know that in this caſe an efſe ab, or a dependant Egreſſe, is affirm- 
ed ſufficient by ſo many, I cited the words of Sthibley to that ſenſe even: 
now, Where he purpoſely oppoſeth that which you aflerted, lib. 2. cap.10, Tt. 3. 
Ne. 54,55. I-will net trouble you to rehearſe them, it being a Book. ſo farre- bes. 
low-you. - Now to your Proot.. be 
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Mr.K. Or, 3. Though Aion as 4 Fionlogically confidered, be but an extrinſecal 

Denomination, and ſo only denominate the Agent, not inhereinis, as much 
of Reality as there is in all Tranſpem Afﬀions being iu he Patient, cven Phyſically, or ra- 
ther Metaphyſically conſedered z yet theſe Immanent ations have their Terms too, ſay the 
ſaid Sages, and thoſe in the Agent 3 bethat hath a mindet0 look #t, . may ſoon” finde it in 
Suarez, 07 his Scapula Schibler, tn the predicament of .Aﬀtion, Thus then the fiyſi 
bolt bath done little exccution agdinſt this winh, that there can bero new Immanent 
As in God, | FRO wy 


| S. 16, 
R. B. '6 this all the proof that we'have waited for [ Immanent aCions have their 
a terms t00?] 1.Either you mean it of all Immanenc aQs,or but of ſome, if 
bet of (omezrthea iis a learncd Argument: [ſome Immanent a&s have their terms : 
T herefore there can be no new Immanent a&s in God.] But I {uppole you mean 
it of All ; But then by [terms] do you mean [obje&ts] which ſometimie are cal- 
led termini? Oc do you mean, the form to which the ation rendeth, and which 
by it is produced or induced ? If the firſt, then the Terminus of theſe Divine a&ts 
which weare {peaking of, is oft Without, (as weule to ſayz). as when God know: 
eth, Approverh, Willech, Loverh the Creature, [Ang therefore: ſome few will 
nor call theſe Immanent aQs, 'but onely thoſe whole obje& is God ; himſelf. ; Bur 
I ſuppoſe you mcan the later, and then, 3. You might eaſily foreſee, that chough 
T had yielded all that you (ay of rhe Creatures as, yer I wouid deny ir of Gods ; 
And blame me nat for it, if | be lefle bold then you: and if I dare not imagine 
thar there is in God either MHotus or Terminus 4d quem, or etteR, or form acquired, 
when he Knows, Willeth, . Approveth or Lovyerk-the Creature: ;L am in hope thic 
you believe no ſuch thing your (elf, when rhe difpuring i5ch is2 lircle allayed; Burt 
however, could you poſltbly think;it ſo obvious/and eafie a-poinrt as to need no 
proof ? Why have we nevet a word here to that end, who-need (0, many ?. I love 
not theſe Happy Diſpurers that can prove that by filence, which. neither them- 
{elves nor any other can prove by Argument, If you will flis xo your Analogy, 
and ſay [ There are Terminzadtiomm Immaneutium in man: Therefore there ace 
ſa in God} L ſhould rell you chat you, may as wiſely. ſay [There are Accidents, 
Effetsand Mutatigns.in man; Therefore there are {uch in. God, Ar leaſt: 1 
ſhould importune you for the proof of your conſequence. 41; Bur for the Terms 
of Immanent Aiaas you (ay [The laid Sazes (ay ir} and: [ he that hartva minde 
ro look it, may foon fiade it in Suareq, and his Srapuls Sebibler] Truly, Sir, I 
have hitherro binted your faults in Ironies : but I chink it fic to ask. you now (ſee- 
ing it is. not once or twice, nor a {lip of your pen) how you-dare pat ſuch things 
in print, and (er (a light. by honelt Trath-relling, and leave ſuch things on re- 
cord againit your'ſelt * You that do 8auye faſt ureterre us to: Sebibſeras our Scapula, 
ſure know his Do&rine : or ar leaſt, if you know it. nat you ſhould, Hot take 'on 
you to know it, and ſay, we may ſoon finde that in him, which he ſo largely and 
purpoſely diſputes againſt. Re ſaich indeed, that ſome Immanent a&s have terms, 
as SyYogizing : bur rhac caanor be your meaning : for you well know it will do 
nothigg to interre your Concluſion : But doch nor Schibler (1.2.c.10, Tit.3.4rs.3. 
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pun.1,2.). largely diſpute it, that many Immanent aQts have no terms, no at 
Vifion or IntelleQtion ! and anſwer the Obje&ions againſt him ? and conclude 
that As nt fic non dicit refpeum ad terminum ? And if Intelle&ion have no Term, 
then Decree, and thereſt chat we were mentioaing in the beginning, can have 
none iu 4gente. 5. Nay what a great part of the great Philoſophers and School- 
Divines do deny, that Immanent aQs are true a&s ? Scotus rakes them to be qua- 
liries, and not in the predicament of Aﬀion, Soncinus, Ferraricnfis (and laith 
Schibler Thomiſt« jrequenter ita docent) deny them to be true a&s. And it ſo, then 
ſure they have nor the terminos of true as, 

And I before told youat the beginning of your Diſcourſe zthat we do nor all agree 
with you in your Deſcription of an Immanent a, if you mean that it is ſuch as is 
not only negatively,bur Poſitively terminated in the Agent, as your words import : 
You may (ce Schibler denying ir (when you ſhall condeſcend to look it in him) in 
Met.l.2,c.10.Tit.3.n. 54 Tit. $5.4rt.1.n.64.Burtler this be how it will in man, i do 
very confidently deny that there is any (ucha&@ in G2d, either of Knowledge or 
Will, as is either in the predicament of AGion, or hath any Terminus in himſelf, 
further then as himſelf is the obje& of anyat. And therefore you ſhould firſt 


prove, that ſuch ARs are in God at all, before you diſpute whether they may be ia 
him de n0v0- 


———— 
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S. 17, 


mm we what follows : [Whether all ſuch Immanent as are any more 


eternal then tranſcent at's, # much queſtioned} ſaith Mr.Baxter. By whom 
I pray ? Al clear difference between them as between heaven and earth : tranſient a&s as I 
told you but now, being in the Patient, Immanemnt in the gent. 
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R.B. 1. Happy, too happy wit ! that hath not onely with Moſes ſeen the 

| back parrsof God, but hath taken ſo full a Survey of his Na- 
rure, that it can diſcern as clear a difference between his ſeveral a&s, as between 
heaven and earth ! I dare not attempt: the like ſurvey : but I may receive inftru« 
ſtrugion from you that have ſurvey'd it. And whact is the difference ? Why 
[tranſient as are in the Patient, and Immanent in the Agent.) What's the 
proof ? Why it is this [Trold you (o but even now.} This may be a Demonftra- 
tion to thoſe that are capable of it : bar recipitur ad modum recipients : with me you 
have loſt your Authority, ſo farre, that I need another kinde ef proof. I will 
rather call ir Paſſion then ARion when ir is in Patiente. Forma dat women : and 
Paſſion and Action are not the [ame formaliter, whatſoever they may be matetially. 
Uſe the names promiſcuouſly, if there be no difference in the things. 

You know the (ubtil Scotiſts ſay, Thar Aion and Paſſion are nor the ſame, 
and that AQion is in the Agent, And T have yetſcenno reaſon to preferre you 
before $cotus. Burt I rather ſay, that Tranſient As are ab agente, but neither it 
agente nec patiente 3 as having a Cauſe but no Subje&, as 1 have betore expreſſed. 
And you may finde in my Scapuls, Met.l.z.c, to. Tit.3.n.5i, That Omne accident 
eſt in alio ſenſu Negativo, &c. alias loquendo de generdli eſſentia accidents; non eſt ea it 
Inherendo, fi rigoroſe loquamur , ſed in coqued id quod accidens eſt afficit ſubſtantian 
extra efſemialiter, {ve exira efſentiam, aut rationen cjus- exiſtendy. Proiude cf af 
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vigovoſe loquendo 101 inhaveat, tamau ſatis habet de yatione accidentis,quia ſubſlantiam af- 
ficit e@ denominat extra eſſentialiter.- - Vnde porro reſp. ad aſſump -profyilog. admitten= 
do quod eAftio Tranfiens non fit in Patieme , loquendo de atione ut fic, & ſub 
eſſe Aﬀionis. Quod igitur Actio tranſiens dititnr efſe inpaticme, id non ſt Intel- 
ligendum formaliter, ſed materialiter : nempeilla res que eft Afiord) in*Paticne : non 
tamen ſub formali eAfionhs, ſed ſub formali paſſionis : Eadem enim res que Afio eff, 
eſt ctiam Paſſio. Now I hope you are more accurate in your ſpeeches then to uſe 
ro denominate from the marrer, rather then the form : and therefore I hope here- 
after you will forbear ſaying, that Aioeft in Paticnte, how common ſoever it may 
be. Artleaſt remember that you humbled your ſelf but even now, to uſe a Hack= 
ney diſtin@ion, with which every dull Jade could maintain the Negative at their 
pleaſure, And what if I adventured to uſeone Argument, Ai eſt efficientis can- 
ſalitas : At efficientis GC auſalitas non eſt in Patiente :: Ergo, eAfio non eſt in Patiente, 
The major I prove by Infallible Authority, vig- Mr. K's, pag.136, For the mor, 
If the Cauſality of the Agent werein the Patient, then we might fitly call ir Pa- 
tientis Cauſalitas, (For the name ſhould be fitted to the thing) Bur thar were 
abſurd, Therefore, &@c. Further, That which is in the Patient- is a Gauſatum, 
. or eff. of the Agent per Afﬀionem vel Cauſalitatem. Bur Canſality or Aion is 
nota Cauſatum or efte& of the Agent per aFfionem vel canſalitatem : T herefore that 
which is in the Patient is not Aion or Caulality. The major needs no proof 3 
and its meant of every received form. The mor hath a full demonſtration, wviz- 
Mr.K's Authority z who denieth Aion to be an eftet, And thoſe that be nor 
moved. with his authority, may obſerve that T here-rake theword [effeR] in the 
more reſtrained ſenſe as it excludeth Cauſality-or Action 3 and thereforethar I ſay 
Lit is not an EffeRpereAfzonem] and that is proved fully; in thar otherwiſe, there 
mult be another Aion to effe& this Aion, and:lo in infinitum.- But I did. not 
think to have ſaid any thing on this, Allthat Mr.K. canexpe@ we ſhould grant 
him is, that 4s qua Þ aſſio eſt in Patiente ; bur ſill Afio tranfieus qua Ao non 
eſt in Patiente, no more then is an Immanent a&tion, Or if ir were, yet the Au» 
thoriry of ſo many learned gain-ſayers, makes the difference ſeem ſcarce fo clear as 
that between heaven and carth, Þ | 
Moreoyer, that which in God we call a Tranfient AR; is by the Schoolmen in 
oreateſt credit, affirmed to be Gods Eſſence only connoring the creature=Relario to 
it : ſo that beſides the creature ir ſelf (which though Scotzs cals Creation, yet is 
ſure the effeR and not the a&) and beſides.rhe Relation {which can be no proper 
ac). there remains nothing bur Gods effence, to be the ſubſtance of rhe AR which 
 wecall both Immanent and Tranfent, 'Capreelus ſaith, Nulla Diving operatio aut 
aftio qua formaliter agit aut operatur, eſt traufuens in paſSum, fic quodin paſſo formaliter 
recipiatur, cum.ejus agere ſit ejus Vellets Tntclligere, qua ſunt aftiones Immazentes, Sed 
conced; poteſt quod diving afo dicitur quandoque tranfiens propter reipetnm rationis ad 
realem effeFum in Creatura, ut Creatio, Conſervatis, &c, 1,2.diſt.1. q. 2. art.Z, And 
the Thomiſts (laith Suarex, Mer. diſp. 20.S.5-) ſay, That Non ſolum (reatio, 
verum neque ulla aA19 reſpefu illivs poteſt eſe Tranfieus, Where then 1s Mr.K;'s clear 
difference.as berween heaven and earth ?- | 
And though I am loth to put my finger intothe fire, by medling with Mr. K. 
any furcher then be.invites me, yer perhaps he may expe& I ſhould lomewhat rake 
notice what he (aith of: this point ro Mr.Goodwin, pag.150,154. 
1, When he ſaich, [There are ſo many Immurations in Gods Efſence] if 
tranhkent operations be the.ſame with his Eſſence, &s.. I deny rhe conſequence: 
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becauſe the Terminus or effe& is nor the ſame with his Eſſence, though the a& be. 
The Efte& only is Many 3 the A& but one, 2, To his ſolution of the firſt Que- 
ſtion, where he ſaith, Ir is a myſery paſling all underſtanding, that God ſhould 
incline the heart to believe and not a& anew, &s.)] I ay, I believe him for the 
myſteriouſneſs. But as all multiplicity comes from Unity, ſo do all remporals 
from that a& which is Erernal. "To all Mr. K's Inſtances the Schoolmen ſay, Ir 
istheeffe& only that is New : Ingiving the ſpirit, faith, raiſing Chriſt,&c.God 
had no new a& : Yet God did it by Pelle, which is his eternal a& and eflence- 
To his anſwer to the ſecond Queſtion, I Reply, M.K's Queſtions are infipid and | 
fallacious, {Did he Plant faith by making Plants ? Did he make me to differ by 
making the world ?J For though it was by the ſame aQ, yet that a& hath divers 
denominations from irs reſpe& to divers objets. To [| make the world] conno- 
teth a particular obje&, viz. the world : and rherefore the a& which cauſeth you 
to believe,cannot be called [ Creating the world] not becauſe the a& is not the 
ſame, bur becauſe it reſpe&eth not the ſame obje&t. The third Queſtion belongs * 
not tome. To the fourth I ſay as before : the a& is Gods Velle: his Pelle is his 
Eſſence : Therefore Eternal. His Quettions [Whether the world were drowned 
by the ſame A& by which it was made ? &%c.] are anſwered as before : It was by 
the ſame AQ, viz. Yelle Drvinum 3 but to be denominated variouſly according to 
the Variety of obje&s which it doth reſpe& and connote, Even as it is the [ame 
A& which is Immanent and Eternal, which in Time is denominated Tranſient 
from its reſpe& to the eff. 2.0 <a ION. | 
. Burt Pag.154, I finde him citing Mr. G,- as. ſaying [ Learned men Generally 
acknowledge, thar'(theaQ) is really and formally'one and the ſame thing wich 
his Efſence.] And Mr.K, faith contrary, that [No manever aſſerted Tranſient 
aQs to be the ſame with the Agent] and that [all Tranhent aQs be the ſame 
with the term, ſay all men that meddle with Metaphyficks] and he appeals to any 
Reader that hath but taſted che firſt principles of Logick,- Truly theſe rwo'Di- 
vines are very contrary : and have bewrayed bothiof rhem that which they might 
have concealed with much more credit to their Reading. Yer Mr. G. may inter- 
pret [ Generally] with ſuch limitations as may bring him off in part : but Mt.K's 
preſumprion and boldneſs is intolerable. When a man of ſo ſmall Reading as L 
am, know ſo well, that the Metaphyſical Do@ors do ſome ſpeak one way, and 
ſome another : as I undertake by quotarions now to manifeſt when I ſhall under- 
ſtand ir worth any time and labour. I remember Mr K's words in his third Epi- 
{tle of the ſuſkcjency of [a.pair of Sheers and a'mer-yard.J -But it is not ſo farre 
ſufficient. without more Reading, . as to encourage. a. tender" confcienc* *man, to 
averre untruths ſo confidently, :thar | No man ever afSerted, &c;] And where he 
faith | The Queſtion is not of the. a&s of his Wil, but of his Power, &c.]Know- 
eth he not that Dr.Twiſ and the highly honoured 'Thomiſts do make God to work 
per eſſentiam, and ſay, that his Power is but his Will, called Power in'reſpe& tv 
the ctie&t. which it doth produce ? Yd. Aquin.1.9:15.4rt.1,4% Fruly' methinks 
that Mr.K,. doth even to the meanly learned jexpvic chirtiſelf to/great' difarace, 'ro. 
ſay fo boldly, that {all men thatmeddle wirh\Merapbylicksfay; thar' all 'Tranfi-- 
ent aGts be the ſame with the rerm.] Did he never ar leaſt reade-Fcorus'ſo ofr al- 
ſerting and arguing forthe contrary ? Nor any one of his followers, nor' one' of 
all che other parties that deny this ? If he had not, yer he ſhould hayebluſhed ſo 
peremprorily to affirm what he did not know, : Ac leaft' he ſhould* have: known 
that Schzbler hath this Concluſion, which he largely-argues.for [3® Atroves que - 
0 I > | rendunt 
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| rendunt ad terminum 108 ſunt yealitcy idem cum termino] and ſaith, CalefaFionem « 


Galore Fecie diſtingui, And he there tels you of Venctus, Aureolus, Suarex ef Cot- 
leg.Contimbric. that lay as he : Ar leaſt he that ſo derides me for citing theſe puerile 
Authors, ſhould not have dared to iay All men [that meddle with Meraphyſ.] 
ſay as he in this, when both common School-books, and the rwo moſt famous 
Secs of Schoolmen, Scotilts and Thomiſts are againſt him (as Suarcq will tell 
him, d:#.48. ſer.5.n.-2. of Cajet. Hiſpalenſ, Flandr, & communiter ScotiſÞ. &c.] And 
for the tuller anſwering of Mr.K's Queſtions before mentioned, TI defire the learn= 
ed Reader among others to Perule the foreſaid Anſwer-of Capreolus to: Aureolus 15, 
arguments 71 L,2.ſent.diſt.1.q.2. 4.3, But I mult intreat you {till ro remember thar 
my own opinion is, T hat action is nor properly aſcribrd ro God at all 3 nay farre 
more Improperly then men will eaſily believe : Suarcq himſelf Metaph. difÞ.48. &. 
5-n.11, maintaineth Gods Immanent aQs, Intellzgere & Vee are properly not a&ts, 
nar to be (ocalied, Burt of this before. 

Reade alſo Gibieuf. de Libert.L, 1. cap,25. S. 13. ſhewing that the at whereby 
God madeall things of nothing is Eternal : and c.6, p.323- And Cardin, Con- 
tarenus: de pradeſtinatione, pag. (operum) 606. ſaith , Simplici & Unica Aﬀione, 
que: cum ipfius ſubſtantia eadem eft (fi tamen ſubſtantiam appellare licet) omnes effetus 
producit : ita nullo ctiam tempure aut temporis al:qua parte, aftionem ejus contineri,&c.] 
Vid: Aquin.contr.Gent.l 1,2,c.35,36,37. 17,18,19. * 

And that the Action is nat the ſame with the Terminus, ſee the Arguments of 
Ludovic. a Dola de Concurſu ÞPart.1. cap.2. $.6. Aquin. is Cited by Capreolus in 2. 
ſem. diſ. 1.9.2, 4.3. as ſaying thus, depot. Dciq.3.4.17.4d 12". Dei Aﬀtio ct cterna 
cum þit ejus ſubſtantia : dicitur autem-incipere agere ratioue novi effeffns, qui ab aterna 
afione conſequitur difpofitionem- voluntatis qui melligitur quaſs aionisprincipiun int 0r= 
dine ad effeftum.} 

2. But the other part of the aſſigned difference goes down with me no better, 
bur much worſe, 1. Inthat hetknows, IT rhink, thar it is 'not fuch a commonly 
receiyed opinion [that Immanent aRions are inthe Agent] in a Pokrtive ſenſe, 
and not meerly negative, as that he ſhould think it needed no more proof then 
his mentioning.. I-gave him the oppofnien of one Sophie, as he cals him, even 
now, 2» Andif irwere (oin man, TI again tell him, thar I will not take his bare 
word, no nor his oath, that it is ſo in God. 

But Mr.K; muſt needs know who they be that make queſtion of this. What if 
it were but {ome private familiars of mine ? Muſt Mr.K. needs know their names? 
But.I had thought he had: been well: acquainted with the do&rine of Lychetas, 
Pennotus. and Sana Clard in this Point, Who affirm, That though the a&inir 
ſelf be God himſelf, and ſacternal, yer the tranſition of it to ſeveral obje&s, and 
ſo the denomination may be new 3 and ſo that God may to day predeſtinate him 
that before was nor predeſtinated, or Love him that before was not Loved, and 
this without any change in God. Indeed theſe are the men that I mean. I thoughr 
with theſe men of the higher form you had deigned ro be familiar : bur becauſe 
you ſpeak of the matter fo ttangely, I will come down again to our own form, 
and rehearſe a few words of Burgerſdiciue familiarly known to thoſe at your foor- 
ſtool. Metaph.l.2. $.16. Eft enim in Deo concipiendus unus aus, qui mhil aliud eff 
quam efSeutia divina. Fic aftus reſpicere poteſt diverſa objefta creata, ſeu, quod codem 
redit, Deas per iftum aftum tendere poteſt in diverſa objefa, vcl etiam non tendere : & 
cum 11 illatendit,revera ea vult : Dixi in objefta creata : Nam ſemectipſum Deus non poteſf 
0% araare, Decretaergo Dei due involuunt; atum. ſcilicet , & illtus affus tendentiam 


fine 
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fine applicationem ad diverſa objefia creats, eAfus ipſe liber nou eft , non 
magis qxam Dei vel Tmmenfas, vel &/Eternitas : ſed libera cft illins actus applicatio 
| ad objecta : que tamen quia nihil Deo addit entis, ſed ſolum denominationem quandem ex- 
| ternam, [umptam a connozanione objecti creati, ranquam termini ſui, neque compeſitionem 
| efficerepoteſt, neque mutatzonem, <uod adeo verum eff, ut exiſtimem, fs Dems decreta 
f ye{cinderepoſſet, illud imperfectionem allaturam Deo, non propter mutationem Decreto- 
; rum, ſed propter cauſam mutationis,que aut imprudcniia ſemper eſt aut impotentia, 
, Suares bath ſuch a like paſſage, which Fr.a Saucta Clara reciting, anſwers this 
; Objc&ion about Imprudence or Imporency, as Poſnanienfis before him : Problem. 
] quart, p4g+31- ſed hac ratio jus eſt debilis, ut recte notauit Poſnanienſis : Nam im- 
; prudentie vel inconſtantia vitium non eſt, quis prepefitis duobus bonis, primo eligas mi- 
nus bonum G& poſtea majus : niſs forte ex paſſione vel timore difficultatis, vel alia inordiud= 
ta affectione id proveniat 3 ut pate ac bsno celibatus & conjugi. Dems autem mulls mo- 
do obligatur, Cc paſſiontbus laborat, ſed ex mera liberalitate hos 1:01 illud eligit: Ergo 
poteſt eligere fine n014 inconſtautia. Hac ihe. Unde Auguit, Si nonespradeftinatus, 
fac ut predeſtineris » Et Ambrofius (7nc.r.Luc.) Novis Dominus mutare ſementiam, 
fi tu noveris emendare delictum. Subuiliſſmmus etiam Bradwardinus dicit| banc ſemtemiam 
ſuum aliquando pulſaſſe animum, &c. | 

Thus I have given you ſome anſwer to your incredulous Queſtion [By whom I 
pray ?] But another kinde of anſwer might be given, concerning another ſort of 
men, who deny the A it ſelf ro be Gods Eſſence, but ſomewhat that hath no more 
Being then a Relation, or a Formality, or Exs r4ti017s ratiocinate, or at leaſt then a 
modus Entk : and conſequently that as this may be without any compofitionin God 
(which they prove by the confeſſion of our,own DeQors) ſo may it begin and 


end without Mutation in God, Bur Þ'le not offend Mr. K's ears with the names 
ef theſe men. 


A a a raed Te Re PE IR . 
NO at? io TE AT Ag os $255 


—_— 


———_ 


6. 13, 

Mr.K.CO4 rely tranfient Aﬀs there could be none before the Creation, there being no 

| J term of ſuch Acts, ns ſubjed for them, unleſs there were either ſomewhat 
that was not made, or ſomewhat made before there was a (,reation : but as for Immanent 
Acts, as Knowing and Willing in God, they were beſercthe foundation of the world was 
laid. Tt % 4 very crude paſſagethus toſay [ It is much queſtioned whether ;all ſuch 1m- 
manent Acts are any more eternal then tranſient eActs :)] For ifthe meaning be that any 
tranſient Act be eternal, that is a myſtery beyond ali that haub been heard : then ſomewhat 
was made from eternity « If the meaning be, 1hat ns Immanent Act k eternal, that”s af- 
tcr the ſame rate. The firſt made the Creature eternal « ths ſecond denics God to be 
eternal : Did he not know frem Etcrnity, yea fore- know all that hath been fince the Crea- 
320n, 3 0r ſhall be tothe w olution of the world, he wcre 0s perſect, and therefore not 
God from eternity. So then neither can tt be affirn; ed, that there was any tranfient act 
eternal, nor cd1 it be denied bus that ſome ?mmanent acts are eternal : and if ſome,then all, 
or els a change in God muft of neceſſity be granted. Sothat ifthe meaning be [Its queſtio- 
ned. Whether (cme immanent Acts be 10 more eternal then tranſpent Acts] what 3s, ſome 
.2mmaxent Acts be not eternal, the Argument returns withthe' 61d charge, that an altera- 
1101 muſt be yielded in God,itmaneut Acts teing n0t 10 be reckoned with any colour among. 


effects, but adjuncts, and 10 ground of prtting ary ſuch uew immanent Act in God in tire, 
which I demonſtrate further thus = » 


$16, RB: 
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| io 4 

R. B. "THe meaning of my wordsis not hid, but according to the poret Tireral 
ſenſe, and I had ſomereſpe& to the two ſorts of men before-mention= 

ed, but chiefly roone, And whar I fay in Reply to your words, you muſt be fo 

jult as ro take ro be according to their grounds, and not mine own : For it is 

but the unſearchableneſs of theſe things chat I am all this while main- 

raining, 

And firlt to your Argumentation againſt the Erernity of trankent a&s, it may 
be replied, that intranſient a&s you mult diſtinguiſh between the A ir (elf, 
which is called tranſient, and the Paſſion or Reception of that a& in the ſubje& 
or the produ&, or effe& of tharat, The denomination of Tranſient is given to 
that a@ inthe later reſpe& as ic doth connote the Produc, Eft:&, Paſſion and 
Subje& : yea is properly taken (o from them, as that it ignifieth nothing effential 
roche AR it leltasan AR: Sothat all tha: ſame AR which is in Time denomi- 
nated Tranſhent, becaule in time ir did produce irs efte&, was really from eter- 
nicy it ſelf, rhough the effe& were not 3 and {odiffters nor quoad rationem formalem 
actus, from an Immanent a&. Proved, 1. The AQ by which God created the 
world, was his ſimple Velle: But Gods ſimple Pelle was from Eternity : Therefore 
&c. The major is indeed denied by ſuch Punies as Schzbler, and many more of 
his minde : but it needs no proof with Mr.R. for it is the opinien (I am Cure the 
ſaying) of D*Twif: And indeed it comes all to one, as to our buſineſs, if you 
g0 on the others grounds. The major, Mr.K, maintains. 2. Deus oper atur per 
eſSentiam immediate : ſed eſsentia diving fb aterna : Ergo, &c, The major is (po+ 
ken excluſively as toall a&s which are not Gods Eſſence ; and is ſo common with 
many Schoolmen, thar I will ſpare the proof (for I perceiveits eafier raking ir 


for granted then proving it) The minor none denieth that confeſſeth God, So- 


that it is granted Mr, K; that theſe a&s Were not to be called Tranfient from E- 
ternity, becauſe they were not received, or rather did not produce the effe& 
bur in time : But yet the a which in Time received the denomination of 
Tranſient, was it ſelf Eternal : God Willed from Eternity that the Creature 
ſhould Be in time,and produced it in that time by that Will which was Eternal, So 
much on thar ſide, | 

Now to your Argumentation for the Eternicy of Immanent a&s, you would 
__ two. ſeveral kindes of Anſwer from the ſeveral men that I beforetold 
you of. | | | 
f Oe ſort of them think that the Thing it ſelf which we call an A&, is nothing 
Þut Gods Eſſence, and {o Eternal : bur that the tranſition of this A& to ſeveral 
objets (as Sanz Clara cals it) or the Application of it te theſe obje&ts (as 
Burgerſdicius (peaks) and ſothe connotation of, and reſpe@ to theſe objeRs,is not 
Eternal, where the objeC is not Eternal ; and withall they think that the denomi- 
nation ſpecifical of the ſeveral A&s, yea and the diverſification of them, is taken 


from theſe temporal tranſicions, or applications and reſpe&sto the obje&s3' and 


rherefare that they muſt be uſed as temporal denominarions,and ir is firtelt ro-ſay, 
God Knew, Loved, Peter as exiſting,'not from Eternity, bur when he did ex- 
ilt : Yeathey think the very name of an A&, is moſt fit to beuſed in this' later 


ſenſe 5 rather then applied to the pure Eſſence of God : however ſome call him in 
another lenſe, a ſimple AR, =S | Kd. 
os . 
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The other ſort of men do think, that the very AR it ſelf is ſome Medazs or for= 
mality diſtin from Gods Efſence, and may begin without his Mutation, as it-- 
may be his without his Compoſition, as T have before ſaid. Now both theſe ſorts 
will Reply, that your Charge of [making God nor Eternal] and of [making al= 
teration ir: God] which you oft repeat, are but your bare word withour any proof, 
and therefore not by them to be regarded, That God fore-knew all things that 
ſhould come to pals they eaſily grant you : bur if he know not that to be exiſtent, 
which is bur future, or that to be future which is wholly paſt, they ſay, this makes 
not God tobe imperfect, cr not eternal. 

Bur I marvel that you till call Gods Immanent A&s[Adjundts in GodJwhich 
before you ailo called Accidents 5 not fearing hereby to be gnilty of making 
a Compounded Gcd, while you maintain him Eternal] : Qr not diſcern- 
ing that you give advantage to your Adveriary to maintain, that thoſe Ac- 
cidents or Adjundts which may be in , God without Compoſition, may 
as well Beginne or End notwithitanding his Immutability, if their Ob- 
je& be ſuch as doth Beginne cr End. MNow to your New Demon- 
ſtration, KA. 


SELLERS 


S. 19. | 

Aſr.'K, JF there be a ground of putting a 'N ew immanent eA in. God; Erge, This 

ground muſt be either in God or the Creature, If a Ground in God which 
Was 10t before, then au alteration in him beyond reply ; a ground in the Creature there can 
be none t6 put a new immanent A inGod ;. for that an immanent Aft hath nothing to do 
with any thing without the Agent, it beirg herein contrad:ſtinguiſhed from traufient Ats; 
that traufient As terminantur inpafſio, immanent eAfts in agente. I confeſs ſome- 
what without the Agent, is many times, Jea commonly the obje# of immanent. As ; but 
if ever either the SubjeF or Term, 1 willpublickly burnmy Books, as Mr. Baxter defircs 
his may be, when he goes one note beyond Dr.'T wiſs. T am confident he-needs not fear 
coming ſo high : I am ſure he fals infinitely ſhort inthis Argument, as will appear more 
fully by what he ſubjoyns. 


19, | 
R. B. His is the Demonſtration. I ſhall underſtand that word, in your 
mouth, better hereafter. Your horned Argument will be thus an- 
ſwered, The word [Ground] is ambiguous, Tf you take it largely for any ſuf- 
ficient Reaſon of the attribution, then there is Ground both in the Creature and 
in Ged : Burt if you take it more ſrifly for ſome one ſort of Reaſon, then it may 
be in one and ner in the other, The ground may be in the Creature as the Obje&; 
and in God as the efficient : and in one as the relate, and the other as the correlate. 
But you ſay [if in God, then an alteration in him, beyond reply :] that's a pret- 
ty Way to prevent a Reply : But your confident Aﬀertions ſhall hereafter be annu» 
merated with the weakeſt of your Arguments, though called Demonſtrations. 

I, Some will take it for a ſuſficient Reply to deny your Conſequence, and think 
you had dealt fajrlier to bave proved it, For they will think that there may be in 
God an Eternal Ground of a New immanent A &,. as well as there is of a New 
Tranſient a&: The newnels of the A&,will not prove the newneſs'of the Ground.. 
And therefore you eaſily ſuppoſe that it muſt be [a ground in God which vat ” 

& before 
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before] if che a& be (ſuch as was nor befere. But this you ſhould have foreſeen 


would be denied. And if you ſay, that the newneſs or change in the effe& 
dath argue ſomething changed or new in the caulez they will deny itz and 
tell you that then every tranſtent a&t would argue ſomething new in 
Gad. 

2. Thoſe (of whom I ſpoke before) that maintain that immanent aQs as a&s 
need no ſubje&, will chink they reply tuſhciently by telling you, that the noviry 
of immanent a&s, having a ground in God, will only provethar alzquid Dei vel 4 
Deg is altered, but not that aliquid iu Deo is altered ; becaule that ation ſpeaks 
but a dependant egreſs, and nor an inhefion, The like they will (ay as to any 
form introduced in the {ubje& by immanent a&s, who deny to many and moſt 
immanent a&s, 2 terminus ; and particularly ro intellegion. And if you think 
that there can be no aRion without ſomg efte& within or withour, I refer you for 
an an(wer to my Scapula,as you conceit him. 

3. However many of us will hardly be brought to beleeye that Gods immanent 
aQs have in proper ſenſe a terminus : though mans may, | 

4. Some will think they Reply ſufficiently, by relling you that by [alteration 
in God] you mean, eicher [an alteration of his eſſence] and then they deny 
your conſequence : or {[analteration of ſome modus, or relation, or formality ;} 
and ſuch they will grant 3 and (ay, as oft before, that ic is no more againſt Gads 
immutability, then the exiſtence of that modus, relation, or formaliry is againſt 
his fimplicicy. 

5. If when God created the world, he had a * new 

* AR conſent not the Rela- relation ( of Creatour ) which he had not before, 

tink ouly cx parte crea and this without change , thea he may have a new 

rurz 48d not mutual. -929=-<apg at without change , for -ought you 
now. 

6. For Gods aRs are not ſo well known to ſuch Males and Bars as you and I 
are, that we ſhould be able ſo peremprory to conclule that the novity of them muſt 
needs argue himlelf ro be mutable : we know aot ſo well how much Being, or of 
what kinde, thoſe as have. 


So much for Reply to that which is paſt Reply. Now to the next horn of your 
Dilemma. | 

Youlay [A ground in the creature there can be none to put a new immanent 
at in God.) And why ? Becauſe [an immanenc a@ hath nothing to do with 
any thing without the Agent.J 1, How? nothing ! neither as an occaſion, nor 
an object ? donor you confeſs within a few lines that ſomething without may be 
its obje& ? Ir is ordinarily (aid, and by ſome of your friends, that the Attributes 
and Immanenrt a&s of God are diverſified only by extrinfick denomination z as 
an immoveable rock in the ſea that is waſht ſomerime with one wave and ſome- 
time wich another, without irs own change : ( It ſeems they take the paſſion 
er. reception of theſe morions of the waves, to be no change.) So dodiver- 
laty of obje&s, ſay they, diverfifie Gods as and attributes quoid denominationcm 
extrinſecan, Ifthat be (o, then obje&s ſpecific thoſe a&s quoad denominationem ex- 
trinſecam, which in themſelves arebut one : and then the (aid obje&s may as well 
cauſe a novity as adiverlity of immanent a&s quozd denominationem extrinſecem : 
Aad then there is no more impropriety in ſaying, Gad dothde Novo Will or Nill 
then in laying, that it is not all one, for God to Will my ſalvation, and to Nill 


tt; {cewhatyou have brouzht your cauſe ro, 2, There are men in the world 


that 
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that conceive of God, as we do of the ſun, rhat is ſtill ſhining, bur not Rill ſhi- 
ning on this or that creature : it may begin or ceaſe to ſhine on this place or that, 
without any change in it ſelf or its a&ual ſhining : and ſo they think ir is with 
God as to ſome of his acts,which have rhe creature for their objc&s : And for your 
obje&ion, That this is a tranſient a& of the (un, I ſhall reply ro it anon, where 
you mention it. ( 

But you are again harping on your old ſtring 3 viz. [ That immanent a&s are 
terminated inthe Agent.] And I again tell you, that Gods a&s and mans are 
not {o near kin, as that you may'conclude of the termination of his a&s from the 
' termination of ours : yea I tell you, that I will not beleeve you that Gods willing 
or knowing the creature hath any terminzs in himſelf ( further then as you may ſay 
the creature is in himſelf ;) that is no terminus triftly aſcribed ro aRions diſtin& 
from a meer objeiye termination, A word of proof, x. Where there is neither 
motas or mutation there is no terminus ? Burt in God aQing immanemt]y there is 
neither motxs vel mutatio: Therefore, &c. I think I need not confirm either part. 
2, Where there is no effe& or form acquired or introduced, there is no terminus 
( in the ſenſe in queſtion :) Bur in God there is no effe& or form acquired or in- 
troduced (by ſuch immanent ats) Therefore, &c. The major is plain from the 
common definition of a terminus, The minor is paſt queſtion. 

But here you confeſs that the objefs of immanent as may be extrinfick ( YetT1 
could tell you, that Yzguerius. Inſtitut, and others conclude, that Voluntas Divina 
210n þaber objeftum extrinſecum : ) but if ſubje or term you will burn your Books, &c. 
But hold your hand alictle.* Before 1 dare be guilty of that, I would fain know 
what Books they are. But you ſpeak cautelouſly : for you tell us nor who ſhall be 
Judgein this buſineſs: and if I ſhould ſhew you never ſo many thar are againft 
you, you may keep your word by ſaying they all miſtake, and by being the Judge 
.your ſelf. But, alas Sir, what cauſe have you thus to threaten your Books ? Who 
"can riddle the occaſion of it ? I rell you, that as good Philoſophers ( for ought T 
yet finde by you) as you, do think that ſuch a&s have no ſubje& nor term 2: and 
you ſay, that it any thing extrinſick be the ſubje& or term you will burn your 
Books ! which if you do, let all bear witneſs that I was no occaſion of it : If they 
have no ſubjeR or term at all, then they can have none without. Sure if you 
were not very quarrelſome you would not in ſuch high words feign him ro 
be your adverſary, that ſaith more againſt the oppoled Point, then your 
ſelf. | 

As for that out-leap wherewith you recreate your ſelf, of my coming ſo high 
as Dr. Twiſs, in the lenſe I ſpoke I yer defire ic not 5 in the ſenſe you (peak 
( luſorily) I expe& it not : nor do I know any man ſo ſimple as ro compare me 
with him, or that needed this learned Digreflion. Yer I confeſs Irhought my 
ſelf ſomewhat neerer both Dr, Twi and your ſelf then you ſuppoſe me to be : For 
though I was ready to obey your concluſive command, of adoring the footſteps 
of ſuch, yet T rhought not that T had come znfinitely ſhore, as you here inform me, 
I do. I thought only God had infinicely excelled the meaneſt creature, Nay then, 
if you will be needs our Gods, Naming Academica, Iam afraid you will ſhorty 
be lower then men 3 and leſt I ſhall hear that news which I equally fear and ab= 


horce, that you and ſuch like will ere long be caſt our of thar Academical Para- 


diſe. Bur ler that go: I ſuppoſe [infinitely] was but a high word, by a high 
ſpirit, quaſs ab alto, from a high place. I have ſtood my ſelf. ere now on a moun=- 
rain, and every thing in the valley ſeemed ſmall ro me.. _ - 

| ut. 
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But I forgot to tell,you one thing : that ( though I ſuppoſe I know what kinde 
of rermination you mean, yet) you ſhould have ſpoken mote cautclouſly, and 
diſtinguiſhed, and told your Reader more plainly whar you deny 3, and not haye 
reſolved ro burn your Books, if we prove things without the Agent to be a term in 
general, For you know that we diſtinguiſh of Obje&sinto Motive and Termi- 
Native 3 and ordinarily ſay that the creatures are terminative obje&s of Gods 


Will, though not moving objedts. Meuriſſe ſaith (- Metaphyſ, Scot. li, 1.Q 15. 
.Pag-127.,) Objeftum {ecundarium non poteft movere intelleFum druiuum 4d cognitaquem 


ſai, licet poſſit illum terminare, ut docent Theologi, And Scbibler li.2.c.3,tit.i5 nig97. 


' Non quaþj putemm eſſe aliquid quod auct quaſi voluntatem dipinam, ( quod officium alias 
'ſolct eſſe objcorum, in. ordine ad havitus ( potentias,) ſed quis apprebendimus volun- 


tatem Divinam Terminari ad aliquid quod baftenus babet rationem objeti. ER enim ad 


rationem objefi ſatis, fi terminet at{um aliquem, And Punf.2. u,510. the affertion 


is,Deci voluntss tcrminatuy etiam-ad v0s creat ag, .Buz.cnough of that, 


proof ef our infinite diſtance, ji) 


Now lets ſe the 


A 


_ 


$. 20, 


Mr. K, A $ for God to know that the- world doth now exiſt : that ſuch a man is ſan= 


3 Fified.juſt,&c. Geds foreknowledge 3s not a knowing that ſuch a thing is 
which is wot, bat that ſuch a thing will be which # not ; yes doth this make nochauge in 
God, no more then whe ſun i changed by the waricty. of creatures\which is doth enlighten 
and warm ; or the glaſſe by the varicty of faces which. it .yepneſenteth,” ar the eyey the 
waricty of colours which it bchaldeth : ( For, whatſoever ſome: ſay, T donot thitk: that 
every variation of the obje makes a reall change in the ee, -0r 1hat- the beholding of zen 
diftin# colours at one view doth make ten diſtinft as of the fight, or alterations on it « 


eApb.p.173,174.] I catnot tell what to make of this rope, but ſand i i,and nothing elſe, 


as ſhall trait appear ;- and how ill a match 1% 4uthour was, tbys to deſcend in arenam 


with T wiſle, Pemble, and I dare ſay all the ſaber Divines that ever: mere worthy to ſpeak 
to 4 School Points AS ov} ji io 


© r—_—_ 


Y. 20, | 
R, B. Cn men do dream ot fighting and killing : It ſeems you have ac- 
FJcultomed your minde ſo to contending, that through the errour of your 


Phantaſie, all words ſeem chidings, and all ations ſeem figttings ro you : And 


ſo you dreamed nor only that I was in arena, but 2. that Dr. Twiſſe and Mr, P. 
were there with me. 3, Yea andall Divines worthy to ſpeak to a School Point, 
4. And that we were there coping for maiteries : and in the end-of your dream 
you Tile up as Judge and give them the better, and proclaim me an ill march, Bur 
1. he that reades my Book will finde that I argue not as from my ſelf, but only 


ſhew how other mens argumentations do manifeſt ſuch a difficulty In the Point, 


that we-ſhould not lay too great a ſtreſs on it 3 'as I have ſhewed:you before in rhe 
explication of my own words. Nay Ido not once deny the Point ( that imma=- 
nent aCts are erernal ) but only ſay, It is much queſtioned { by others) whether 
they are any more eternal rhen tranſient a&ts: and annex atouch of ſome mens 
arguings for it : concluding only in a parentheſis, that the Point is, as I think, 
beyend our reach. So much to the firſt fition, 2, Andit I contended not with- 
any then not with Dr, Twiſs and Mr. P. on this Point : it being plain char. it is 


oR. 


on another Point that I deal with them. Thats -for the ſecond Gi&ion. - 3. The 
third is mounted with; great confidence'z you [| dare ſay :] What dare you (ay ? 

Why rhat [thus deſcend: in arenayt wirh all the ſober. Divines that ever were 
waxthy to {peak ro A. School Point] You are a daring man, rhat care fay this. 
But I have taſted ſo much of your temper before, that I perceive your veracity is 
oft leaſt where your audacity is greateſt : I thought T had contended with no man 
in thoſe words 3 and you dareſay, I contend with all men, worthy to ſpeak to a 
School Point. What if ir had been true that L. had: been here contending, and 
rhat againſt a Point which all theſe hold ? doth ir indeed tollow that I do in are- 
nar deſcendere. with them all ? and ſeek to match them ? And. what reaſon have 
we that know you not, to taxe you for Judge of all the Divines in the world, 
who. ſhall be accounted ſober, and who not 3 and who is worthy to ſpeak to a 


School Point,. and-who not ? Or why. ſhould I think you more worthy then the | 


Learned men that I have before named , Lychetus , Pennottus , Burgerſdict- 
4, Kc ? | | 


DS. Jn. ST 
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Mr, K-J'O know that the world doth now exiſt when once it did not, and that fuch a 
.__ ® - man now # ſautified which before he was not, makes nochange in God, but 
only ſhews a change in the objeft: but to know now that the world doth exiſt which 
before.Gol did -u0t know, '0r.to kuow now that ſuch a man i ſantiified who . before 
as which before God did not know, makes 4 change in God, gas well. as the 
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| S. 21, : 

R, 3.VV Ho would look for ſuch anſwers from you, that had hegrd you judge 

: of School Divines wich ſuch Authority ? The firſt part of your 
Anſwer is not againſt any thing that I ſaid ; The ſecond is a meer begging, of 
the-Queſtion, . Some think thar 'quoad ſubſiantianafgs Gods knowledge is the 
ſame whatever rhe objeQ be 3 bur yet becauſe [Knowing this of that] connateth 
the obje& withthe a&@, therefore the eternal eflence of God fimply in it ſelf con» 
fidered is not to be called [Knowledge] much leſs [the knowledge of this or rhar 
creature 3] and that without rhe object ic neither is Knowledge, nor ought to be 
ſocalled 3 and ſo as from the object:we diſtinguiſh Gods Knowing and Willing, 
ſo muſt we the (eyeral a&s of his knowledge;z and rhough the a& quoad ſubFantiam, 
which we call. | Knowledge] in-God be but one, yer the ratio formatis which muſt 
give the denomination, being in the reſpe& of thar-one a& to irs obje&ts, ir is moſt 
fit to ſay that Gods knowledge of Peters ſalvation and Fudes' damnarion, .is not 
the ſame knowledge, though it be the ſame ſubſtanial a? rhe likeis: ſaid of his 
Will : And as this muſt be (aid without wrong .to his ſimplicity, ſo the like muſt 
be (aid of his,beg inning or-ceafing.to. Know, 'wirhout wrong to his immurabiliry : 
and thar 2s it'is nor all one for God to know the Futurity and the preſent exiſtence 
of a thing, ſo-we gwlt {ay;-rhat he begar/to- know the preſent exiſtence when'the 
thing. began. to exiſt; .anditha God did: wor know before the creation, that "this 
propolition was true ,Petyes exiftite:: and ithar he ceaſeth to know the Fucuri ion 
of. a thing that ceaſezh co-b&furures and that God dothnor now know, thar'Chtiſt 
Will be born and dye and riſe : and thar a immanent aRs in God are not 
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to be ſaid to be all eternal ; but only thoſe that have an eternal obje& z becauſe 
the a& is to be denominated from its reſpe@ to the objeR : and therefore ir being 


Gods Knowing and Willing which we call immanent a&s here, where ir is un- 


meet to ſay that aRt of Knowledge or Will is eternall, then it is unmeet to ſay, 
Gods immanent a&s are eternal : but when you will expreſs Gods immutability, 
it is fitter to ſay [| God is unchangeable, or Gods effence or nature is eternall,] 
then to ſay, his knowledge, will, or immanent a&s (in this ſenſe) are ſo : becauſe 
when we connotenot the obje&, we are to call it Geds Effence, and not Gods 
Knowledge, Will, or ſuch aGs : ſo that here is no real change in God himſelf, 
but only a reſpe&ive,or modal, or formal - (as rhe Scotifis ſpeak) or ſuch as we can 
not now apprehend, affording new objeQive- conceptions 3 all the change being in 
the Creature. 

Now how doth Mr. K. prove that this doQtrine muſt | make a change in God 
as well as the obje& ?J] why he learnedly afftirmeth ir. He that can finde a word 


. rhore, let him make his beſt of ir, . Bur in this caſe, all the proof lierh on the af- 


fimer 3 which we might well have expe&ed from him, 


i. em. IS 
C9 


9. 22; 

Mr.K. A Nd therefore all ſober Divines uſe to be wavy in theiy expreſſions in this hinde g 
acknowledging no difference between Gods knowledge and foreknowledge, 

but this, that his forcknowledge i in order to the .obje# only, and not of any aft of 
ods: ſo that it 4 not oppoſed to poſt-ſcience, but it fignifieth only a futarity of 
the objef, as was ſhewed at large in the. third Chapter, God knows that that 
#4 to day which was nos yeſterday; but God as perfefily knew it ir crate 45 tolay; 
and knew at once, all the various ſucceſuons in time ; oy did he otherwiſe, a change 


cannot poſſibly be avoided, netwithſtanding all Maſter Baxter alicadgeth to the con< 
trary. 
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S, 22, 

R.B. 1, F your firſt ſentence be true, I muſt lament the paucity 'of ſober Di- 

vines 3. for ſure I amthat of thoſe which have written on theſe Points, 
roo few have been wary in their expreflions : and no wonder whien they are na 
more wary in their conceptions 3 and when men dare maintain themſelves to have 
that capacity which they have not, and to. know certainly that which they do not, 
and might eaſily know they do not : When even ſuck learned men as you will nor 
be perſwaded that rheſe things are above your reach, but do with ſuch haughty con- 
tention oppole one poor ſentence in a Parentheſis (which is all my ſentence ) 
wherein I ſay, it is beyond our reach. | 

2.. You lift up your ſelf too high, in taking on you to judge all thoſe Divines to 
be unſober, that are not in this of your opinion. 6 eP 

3. Ifthe word [preſcience] ſfignifie only a futurity of the obje&, then theſe are 
equipollent expreſlions [ Dew hoc preſcit ] and [ Hoc eft futurum :] bur that is 
not true. : 

4. The ſame humane frailty and diſtance from God, which makes it neceſſary 
tous to aſcribe Adting, Knowing and Willing ro God, and to conceive of him 
under theſe notions, doth equally neceffitate us to conceive of his Knowledge and 
Will,as diſtin, and nox alrogether the ſame ; elſe we ſhould aſcribe a ——_— 

without 


= — 


without 2ny conception'of the thing named : For we cannot conceive of any ſuch 
Knowledge as is the ſame with Willing, nor of any ſuch Willing which is the 
fame with Nilling 3 and yet we beleeve the ſimplicity of God. And the ſame ne- 
ceſficy thar compelleth us to conceive of Gods Knowing, Willing and -Nilling, 
as divers, ab objeforum 'diverſitate, doth compell. us ro conceive of his Know» 
ledge of things as Future, and his Knowledge of things exiſtent, as divers : 
yet {till we deny a Mutation of God himlſelt 3 only we conceiye as the Sco- 
tiſts, that there is a diverſity of the objeQive conceptions, and rÞat our various 
denominations have fundamentum 7n re: but what it. is, let him tell thax 
knows, _ | | we” 

5. Apainſtall this that which you oppoſe is but your naked aſſertion, which 
I regard leſs then perbaps you expe&ed. I affirm the uncertainty, and you ths 
certainry 3 and therefore it is you that ſhould prove that certainty which you at- 
firm to have : For no man hath a certainty without ſome evidence or other to 
force aſſent 3 and therefore that evidence ſhould be produced, if you are indeed 
z man of as Angclicall intelle&uals as you ſeem to conceit your ſelf, 

6. God did yeſterday know that the ſun is not riſen to day,, i. e. that to day is . 
not come: You will ſay, he did at the ſame time yeſterday know that to day is 
come and the ſun is riſen ? ſome will think to make this erue, you muſt verifie 
contradiQories, and ſay, [It b] and [It is not] at once, may both be abſolute» 
ly rrue (and then farewell our firſt Meraphyſicall certainty in compokition.) Or 
elſe you mult affert the. coexiſtence of all things with God in eternity 3 which 
how loath you will be to admit, I conjeRure* partly. from the rendenc of 
| Jour: renets , and partly from. your adheſion to Dr. Twiſſe, and others of his 
minde, 4 
7. For your third Chapter I have ſaid as much to it already as I finde 


either need or liſt, being loath you ſhould caſt on me Maſter Goodwins 
rask. | 
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Mr.K. A N4dtothe firft iluftration F; caſe i ſtrangely different ; yet T confeſs, if it 

i; did bold, ochre thepoint a fortiori : Thus the ſun, +0 tn 
lightens and warms variety of creatures, yet- is not changed : therefore nor need 
God be ſaid to be changed, though he know to day. a variation in the creature: 
T yield all the couctufion : but all that & nothing 10 the: purpoſe : - for the queſtion is u6t- 
whether to know 4 variation in the creature prove 4 changein God ? but whether. avaria= 
tion of the afts of bis knowledge, according to the variation in the creatures do not prove 4 
change in him ? now the putting of a new immanent af, as a new knowing, i 4 putting 
of variation upon him. « 


L mmm 


| S. 23, ENTS 
AB. WYVYE:* my advice of any weight with you, I ſhould perſwade you. 
never to expe& any illuſtratien of Gods!immanent as by the. 
creature, wichour a great difference inthe'caſe ; and therefpre that you, would ng. 
more take'ſuch difference as ſo ſtrange. 2+ Your conceſſion that it will ptove the 
point 4 fortieri, if it held; is as much as I could defire or expea, 3- A man. 
wpuldrhink, choc the arguajeat 199 here lay down 85 inc, war, wine indecy, 


} 


8 L -$ = Cas hs. WE 0 ri ot. 65h We py : "5; 


— _ 
who findes ſo Learned a Divine ſaying ſo, char ſhould abhorrefalſhood ; when 
you put the words in a- tink chata&ter, with a [ſaith he,], as if .rhey had been 
my &preſs rerms : bur T deſire the Reader not to judge of all, your Writings:by 
luck paſſages as this ; He may {peak true at onetime, thar-yer rakes liberty to 
Tpeak: falſly ar another, Youdid take the eaſieſt conrſe imaginable, ro-fain a cons 
clufion which you could grant, and then to granc it and (ay jt is nothing to the 
buſineſs. 4. I'Will not conſent to your Rating the queſtion in new cerins of your 
own, in the midft of a diſpute. Do nox feign me to diſpuce any queitioa which 
you make many years afrer my Writing, and which is not to be found in my Wris 
ting in terms. 5. The word [A&]- may fignifie 1, the, Divine eflenge 3 and 
ſo he thar feigns a new a feigns a new God : 2, Or that mode, formality, ref 
pe& (or whatever elſe it is to be called,). of God, ariſing from the nature or tate 
of extrinſick objeRs 3 which Burgerſdicius cals,, the Application to rhe Obje& 
T he queſtion is only of this now, which ſome think may moſt fitly be called, Gods' 
as. Your naked repeated afhirmarion that a variation is put on God, when you 
proye it nor, I take no more for a Demonſtration, 1, 10 
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Mr.K.GEcondly, When we are ſpeaking of immanent as, what have we to do with 


Jihe ſuns enlightening or warmiug? I had thought thoſe had beentraifient affs, 
and ſo gt proper-in this caſe! Tb 


bndÞ a voeos 5 or fouccnt g $6 244) Þ 4 nd 3 dd agar 40s 
R, B. JD Emember you not the, crude queſtion:that we were on ? [Whether ſuch 

immanent as are any moreeternall then tranſiznt ats ?] The Queſti- 
oniſts mean ir quoad formalem naturam aug; for they take the dominations of 
[immanent] and [tranſient] tobe but from the efte& or terminus: And that you 
may (ee what they imagined, when they mention the fimilirude of the ſun, ler 
6 (nneent you: 50 LPR 6, for. diſpuration ſake. ( per poſſibile.vel impaſſibile); rhac 
Gold had de. fir no'creartre-bar, t, e..{un.: I would faih know .whetlicr that 
ſun jh. int and caſting our irs rayes, and emanation, did a& immanently or 
tranſiently? I conceive .not tranſiengly': becauſe there were no ſubj<&s exiſting 
in:o-which'its a& ſhould paſs, or which ſhould as irs extrinfick termings receive 
TA ne fora, Irſeems then it muſt be immanently : bur char is but 
in ſenſy Negdtivo,. becauſe. ir, is not rranegs 3 ſuppole next. thar-che- reſt, of the 
creagures were afterwards madoy and aced as they are under the ifluenge of this 
fan, and ſowere the receptive ſubje&s of irs a&tfon': Is it nar the lame {orr. of 
AQGion, without any change in ir ſelf, which before was immanent; and now is 
became trankent ? 


But I need [ay no more to this 3 for you age pleaſed to confels, 
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, *» Þ If the fue.be npt cheuged! netyithtauding all is warmth and kghtewing, 491 
neiher were Gol, Bur re the ſuns, hanged, endchaggelh derprutl, and wuld 10 
as 4 Wtiverſall cauſe upon the great variety of creatures tuihe world, did” it not Jug 
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R,B, 1. Ny Op tem oath eo anſwer in.jeſt then in cargeſt, when you tell us of 
: * , _ - - L the Suns lecal motion, when cur Queltion was, Whether [the 
Sun be changed by the variety of Creatures which'ir doth enlighten and Warm. 
char is, Whether: ſelt receive any change from ne pero, r objeCts of its acts 
Do you intend the information of your Reader, or the di Ccovery of *Truth,when 
you ſhuffle inſuch ap alien Anſwer ? 2,.A)] chat its good;for, rhat I know of, is 
ro-acquaint us, that you have {ome full Demonſtration againſt Copernicus, Which 
hath given you a Certainty thar he erres3 And it one ſhould hear it, perhaps it 
would prove like your Ordinary Demonſtrations: for that whichs hinted in 
your words, ſeems of kintothem. 3. You,yield all that T1 ſay concerning the 
Sun, - acknowledging thar it is not changed by the variety of ObjeQs : And ip the 
Ark wards you la 7 Did it hold, :I yield it were Argumentam @ majori ad minus. 
Lay both theſe, together, and judge whether ycu yield nor the whole Cauſe whi 
you/ oppoſed, - 4. You ſtill harp on the old firing, -affuming, Immanent Ags 
10 be inthe Subje, and that their variation alters it, when as good Philoſophers 
ſay they have no SubjeR, and that Viſion, Inteliction, gc. have no Termini : 
Your naked a firmations {o oft repeated, rather weary then convince. 5, How- 
ever you cannot from mans lmmanent As, argue ro Gods, unleſs they were 
more like. 6, I am unſatisfied whether a Tranfient A& (though not qua Tran- 
Gent) makemnor as much alteration on the Agent as an Immanem ? Whether a 
Tranſient a& be nor rhe {ame with the. IJumanent, containing in it, all thatCir 
contains, With rhe ſuperaddition of its Reception in, and efic&+ upon a, Paſiive 
Subje&? Asin the er le inſtance : If the Sun had: been created firſt 
alone,. its aQtion whereby it now lighteth and heaterh, would haye been imma=- 
TPY ; Nt fot ONES? HE. : | _ --nent3z 
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nent 3 and yer when the ſame a&ion ſhall afterwards become tranſient by the ad- 
dition of other creatures'ro be its Obj:&s, who will imagine that it is ever the 
leſs inthe Subje& (as you ſay) or that the alteration of it would make eyer the 
leſs change of the Agent ? I confeſs, I conceive not yer why there ſhould in this 
point of changing the Agent be any difference berween Immanent a&s and Tran= 
fients though eaſily conceive that one only doth change the objeR.” 7. Your 
friend Mr Feanes, pag.231. uſcth the fimilitude of [a Rockin a River ſtanding 
immovable, notwithſtanding the ſucceſſion in the waters that glide by it 3] which 
I think is as defeQive a imilitude, as theſe here uſed : yer irs plain; that you 
cannot truly ſay, This Rock toucheth the warer'thar is an hundred miles from: it. 
Suppole the Sun were an eye, and could ſee all che world ar once, and that pure 
a ivitate fine receptione ſþecierum ab objefis ; Suppoſe one man be born, or one 
flower ſpring up this day, which wasnot in being or vifble yeſterday : This Sun 
would ſee that today which ir did nor [ee yeſterday without any mutation in it ſelf; 
And yet ſecing is an Immanent a&. Now I wonld know, whether ir be fic to ſay, 
T his Sun ſees that as in being which is not in being : Or, Wherher ir be nor fir- 
reſt ro ſay [It begins ro day to ſee thar Creature which begun this day to exiſt] 
though by ſ@ beginning it be not changed ? Its true, God fore-knows all things 
that ſhall be : but that is not ro know shat they be, bur thar they ſhall be, 8. Mt Fears 
#bid, ſaith [Yer this is no hinderance bur thar there may be and is a change in the 
extrinſecal Denominations of Gods knowledge from the variation of the obje&s 
hereof, &c.] ſo echers common!y : And miy t nor hence conclude, ' x, Thar 
then I may denominate Gods knowledge of the preſent exiſtence of things, as 
Beginning with its obje& : and his knowledge of the exiſtence or futurity of 
things, as Ending with its obje& that is, when the thing ceaſeth to be future 
or toexiſt? 2. And may I nor conclude, that this Denomination is fitteſt, and 
{o thoſe that thus ſpeak , do (peak more ficly chen they that ſpeak otherwiſe ? 
3. Andthart there is ſome fundamentum in re for ſuch a denomination : or elſe it 
were an unfic denomination, ſeeing names and words ſhould be firred ro the things 


ſignified as neer as may be? 9, Do not you imply as much your ſelf, when you 


ſay his Pceſcience is a Knowledge 7s praſenti to him, though not de preſenti? You 
confeſs then that God doth not know de praſenti, the thinzs that now are not 2: bur 
when they exiſt he knoweth them de preſent? 3 I confeſs the doQtrine of the co- 


exiſtence of all rhings with God in Brterniry, would ſalve many of theſe things 24 


but that you here diſclaim, 10. Where you ſay, that [Indeed God cannot be 
ſaid Now to know thar ſuch a thing is, but to know that now ſuch a thing is 


(which was not before, as in the Errat. you adde)] it is a ſaying which I under- 


ſtand not, and conjeRure ir is ſtill maimed of ſome neceſſary limb which ſhould 
make it ſpeak your ſenſe : For I hope you do not believe whar ever you ſay, Thar 
Indeed God cannot be (aid Now to know that thoſe things are, which are indeed : 


-Tf he know it not Now, waen will he know it ? 


—————— _ Rn EINE, 
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Mr:K. A Stheglaſs by the variety of faces which. it repreſents, hoc eff, as the 
glaſs without any change in it repreſents various faces, now one, now ano- 

ther 3 ſo doth Go4 know v4rious objefs, now one, now another, yet without change, 
The Antecedent i manifeſtly falſe ; for that each of theſe ſeucral faces caſt a new ipecieg 
01 the glaſe, and thoſe ſevzral ſpecies make ſeveral changes. For this purpoſe Mr.Baxter 


might 


[65] 


might have remembred what his great Logick aud Metaphyfick Maſters ſay, concerning 
Ens intentionale, that it is oppoſed to reale and materiale : The ſpecies in the glaſs is 
indeed Ens intentionale, in oppoſition to Materiale, it js not ſo in oppoſition #0 Reale : 
But their putting and non-putting, or the preſence and abſence of the (pecies, makes 4 
real change, though not a material one intheglaſs ; fo real a one as that it may be ſeen, 
though not a material one that the childe that catcheth at is ever like to take hold of it 3 
Plainly thus, That is a Real Accident which is in the Subje# really, and ſo ts that ipecies, 
for weſee it inthe glaſs ; that a Material Accident which is ſo in the ſubjeft as to de- 
pend 01 it alone for its ſupport, without influence of the efficient ; heat or cold have ſuch 
dependance onthe ſubjeft, as that that alone can maintain them ; as the hcat will (tick a 
while in the water, though taken off from the fire , and cold in my hand, though taken 
out of the water : But theſe Intentional Accidents though really inthe ſubjef, yet are ſo 
little ſupported by it, as thas if the efficient do not continue its influence, they. immediately 
periſh as lightiathe air, theſe ſpecies, whether in my glaſs or my eye ; who hath ſo much 
Logick and Metaphyſfucks to fþill upon all occafions as Mr, Baxter, would have betrayed, [ 
will not ſay ignorance, but incogitancy inſo trivial a puntillio ? Onwards, the cafe is the 
ſame forthe ipecies inthe cye and the glaſs, and & change # made by the preſence or abſence 
of the ſpecies. 


———— 


$. 26. ; 

R. B. Py Eons nimium felici,nihil infelicius ; & nimium ſapiente"quis minus [4+ 
piens? If I (pill as much Logick upon all occafions, as you do words, 

ſure Iam a voluminous Logician, and make up in- number what I want in weight. 
You wanted an opportunity to multiply words, for ought I know to no purpole, 
unleſs to acquaint the unobſervant world with your well-furniſhed Intelte&, thar 
they may be aſſured, that you have all thoſe things at your fingers end, as trivial 
punRillio's, which I am ſo ignorant of z and theſe few words of mine have occa- 
ſioned the opening of your pack, and the expanſion of your wares. | 

Bur, 1, You are fainto uſe the old artifice of putting my words but as the 
ground of your paraphraſe, and then dealing with that paraphraſe of your own. 
This is not ſo innocent as common a trick, I ſpeak of a change [of the glaſs] 
and you put [4 change in it :] Had not you newly riſen up as the final decider, L 
ſhould have ſaid, it is yet ſub Fudice, whether the Intentional or Spiricual Being, 
in queſtion, be indeed Res or not ? And (o wherher it make any Real change in 
theglaſs. I confeſs you cafily diſpatch the buſineſs, which makes me think of 
Gorleus words, Exercit, Philsſ.7, $.2. p-108. Quid fpecies fint viſibiles inquirendum 
eſt : Tam enim earum natura intellefui eſt iga0ta, quam ee ſenſibus note. Þeriparert- 
ci tamen & hic, ſicut © alibi facilis expeditio, <Qualitates aiunt ſj: ſp irituales, & 
corporis eſſe objefivum, quod habet in ſpeculo vel fumili corpori” Nobis hoc non ef [4+ 
ti : qui querimus porro , quid qualitas ſpiritalis , aut quomodo corpus objetive poſ- 
ſet eſſe in ſpeculo ? Nam he videntur contradiftionem quandam implicare , cor= 
ports dari qualitatem ſpiritalem, rem extrs ſpeculum exiſtentem eſſe inſpeculo, &c. 

2. Bur (ee what unreverent thoughts (uch Ignorants as I, are apt to have of 
learned men! I am confidently perſwaded, that you, who are ſo fully acquainted 
with Gods Nature and Immanent A&s, as to be at a certainty where I am at 2 
loſs,for all that do not know wha thar is that you ſee with your eyes 3 nor whether 


ir be intheglaſs or not ! And therefore che LeEure that you have read me of Ens 
$en3;0nale hath been loſt labour as ro me ! | 
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3. And you had done but your part if you had obſerved that I ſpeak not of che 
meer Reception of the agents aRion, but of the Repreſentation to us of the ſpecies ; 
which ſhould not be confounded. 

4. Are you ſure that it is from the obje&, that the glaſs receives that variati- 
en that you imagine ? 1 it be, Rocks and ſtones are more aQive creatures then 
ſome dull ſouls will eaſily believe 3 when at the ſametime the ſame Rock or moun- 
tain may perform 100000 aRions npon ſo many eyes or glaſſes, Yea if in the 
midſt of the Aion of this ſtone or Rock, you do bur give your glaſs a knock, 
and break it into a hundred pieces, it will multiply the aQion of rhe Rock an hun- 
dred fold 3 and that wirhour touching or coming near the Agent ! Is it not pretty 
ſport to ſee the aRivirty of theſe nimble Rocks and Mountains ? I am one of thoſe 
Hereticks, that think theſe works of God muſt be the matter of our admiration,bur 
cannot be comprehended by us here : and that it is no good conſequence, that be» 
cauſe you and your fellows nakedly affirm the contrary (yea notwithſtanding all 
your proofs) therefore Des Gartes, S' K.Digby, White, Hobbes, belides all the old 
Adverſaries, are certainly in errour, I ſhall acknowledge more aQion of the 
Light, or air on the glaſs, then of the objet, which ſeems bur fone qua non. But 
withall I ſuſpe&, that the ſame Light or air doth perform the (ame aQion in the 
glaſs when you ſtand not before ir, or when the objeR is abſent 3 and yer no ſpe= 
ries is then ſeen 5. no nor viſible. And I think. that there is the ſame aQion on eve- 
ry glaſs-window, yea on every wall, or ſtone, or other body, as is on your ſpeculum 


and yet you {ce nothing on them as you do on ir, And Hobbes ſairh, T har ir is in 


the eye and not inthe glaſs, which you thiak you ſee in the glaſs (his reproaching 
of our Doctrine of viſible ſpecies, T prerermit:) and if ſo, then there is not ſo 
mudh alteration in the glals, as you imagine. And indeed, you ſay little coprove 
it, If your Argument from ſight would prove any thing, it would prove that the 
face is a foot or a yard (or more if. you draw back) bebinde the glaſs, and not in 
the glaſs : And yer if. you go behinde you ſhall ſee nothing : Will you believe 
your eyes that things change into ſuch various colours, and ſhapes, and quantiries 
as ſome glaſſes by ſmall mutations of poſture do repreſent them ? Will you believe 
your eyes that a ſtrair ſtaff is crooked in the water? I cantell you by my obſerva» 
tion when I-was a Boy, that if you will killa Fiſh in a River with a Gun, you 
muſt allow much to rhe fallacy of your medium. If then either it be the aRion 


of the |ight or air, or ſomething elſe, and not the obje&, then it is nothing to 


me, who ſpoke only againſt a change by variation of obje&s : Or if the forelaid 
aQion being luppoled to be the ſame on the glaſs, when ſeveral obje&s, or no ob- 
ze&s are before ir, that which is ſuperadded from the obje& is nib11 reale, this is 
nothing againft me : Or if the ſpecies which ſeems a foot behinde the glaſs be not 


 Intheglaſs, bur inthe eye or ſome where elſe, and ſo the glaſs be more truly an 


Agent by RefleRion, then a Recipient of thar ſpecies which I ſee, Rill this is no= 
thing againſt what I ſaid, So that laying aſide all that Reception of the a&ion 
of light, or anything elſe, which the glaſsreceives when there is no obje& pre- 
ſent, and laying aſide all that which is Received into the eye and air, and not in 
rhe glaſs, and whereof the glaſs is but a (guſe fiue que non 3 then call the reſt an 
Ens zntentionale or ſpirituale, or what you will 3 but prove it to be guid reale altering 
the glaſs, and do not nakedly affirm it. 

You ſay,that my great Logick and Meraphyſick Maſters ſay, That Ens intentio» 
ndle,is oppoled to Reale & Materiale: and yet you ſay that the ſpecies in the Slaſs 
is ngt oppoſed to Engreale.lt is,and it is not,ſeem reconcilable ro you then without 
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2 diſtinQion. Indeed as Real is oppoſed to[ feigned] I doubt nor it is Real, bur as 
it is oppoſed tro Modes and Relations, and ſuch like, rhar ſome place berween Ens 


and Nih1i, ic muſt better be known whar it is,then the name of Eys imtentionale or 


ſpirituale will acquaint us, before we can conclude for certain that it-is Real. 


As for your Material Accident, it will require more ado to prove, that there 
is any ſuch thing in the world, as an Accident depending on the Subje& alone 
for ſupport , elpecially a quality, as you inſtance in : Sure you inrend nor 
the withdrawing of the influence of every efficient, bur of ſome lower or inſtru- 
mental: I think,at leaſt, Gods efficiency is neceſſary to be conrinued,for the Con- 
tinuation of the being ot every Accident, and ordinarily ſome lower efficiency roo. 

As for the Logick and Metaphyſicks which on all occaſions I ſpill, I take the 
charge as unkit to be anſwered, as not coming from your head or hearr, but from 
your Naturals, your ſpleen and gal. 

My Ignorance in compariſon of you, Iam ſo eafily brought to acknowledge, 
that I wonder you ſhould think ſo many words neceſſary to evince it: (yer you 
ſhould have done it in intelligible language, and not abrupt expreſſions, defeQive 
of ſenſe, almoſt ſuch as Hterom deſcribeth in his lb, 1, cont, Fovin. mnitio,) But 
how did you prove my Ignorance or Incogitancy of Ens intentionale ? Deep fi- 
lence! Becauſe I did not mention it, or elſe who knows why ? By that reaſon L 
am ignorant that M* K. 15 an honeſt man, becaule I do not mention it 3 But by 
whar is ſaid, you may (ee its poſlible to have heard ralk of Ens intentionale, and yet 
to think this fimilitude tolerable. 

And what if you obrain all chat you contend for ? viz. That the fimilitude is 
faulty ! Alas, I ſhall eafily grant it of any ſimilitude whereby we illuſtrate the 
Nature or As of God. Suppoſe then that this gar did make the ſame Re- 
preſentations fine receptione ſpecierum ; Or becauſe theſe inanimates are more 
remote. uſe the fimilitude of the Oculus Univerſalis, which I mentioned 
even now." I am troubled that you force me to weary the poor Reader 
with ſo many words on ſo poor and unprofitable a buſineſs : But there's nor emedy. 


— 
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Mr.K.N 1Ow whereas Mr.Baxter addes, That whatſoever ſome ſay, he doth not think, 

that the beholding of ten diſtin@ colours at one view, doth make ten diſtin# 
as of the fight, or alterations ou it ; 1 do not think that ever rational man ſaid they do, 
for it were ſtrange there ſhould be but one view, and yet ten diſtinff afs of fight ; but 
the queſtion is, Whether the change of one of theſe objeFs doth not changs the ſpecies in 
zheeye, and ſo occafion another view or ſight ? Or rather it i beyond all queſtion that they 
do : and yet whather they do or no need not be queſtioned weither ; the point that lies before 
w, +, Whether diſtin or new afs do not Cauſe an alteration? Which i that that we 
have juſt Cauſe to affirm with confidence, cau have nz place in God ; and conſequently no 
xew immanent «AF ; ſothen there being nothing produced by Mr. Baxter whidh may ſug- 
geſt 4 ſuſpitisn that there may new Immanent Aﬀs be admitted in God, or any b:t ſuch as 
are Eternal, Comewet0 the us 
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S. 27, | 
R. B, Yo are minded to play with the ambiguity of the word [View] which 
I take for all chat Reception in the eye, or aRiyity of is _— ic 46 
| | L 2 ormet 


__ 


formeth in one Inſtant 3 and ſo for that natural A whereby T fix my eye on one 
place at once, ſeeing as many things as at once I am capableof ſeeing : You take 
It, ir ſeems for your intentional Aion, or alle the at which the viſive pewer 
performeth, as in reception of tharalone, I think the ſenſe 1 uſe it in, is more 
common. And 1 (ay again, that it is none of our queſtion, what light, air,ec, 
do on the eye: for rhey do no more when I behold one Rock, then when | be- 
hold the ſands on the ſhore : But the Queſtion is, What the obje&s do over and 
above ontheeye ? And whether it I ſee many millions of millions of ſands ar 
one inſtant, there be ſo many Real Adcions of my eye at that inſtant ? And whe» 
ther every diſtin (and thart is added or taken away, there be one A added or ta- 
ken away, and fo a real alteration in my eye? The reſt which you adde is over 
and over anſwered before, and therefore being aſhamed thar T have ſaid ſo much 
on (o unprofitable a point (though conſtrained) I lurceaſe ; Onely adding this 
brief rehearſal of what is (aid before, | 

1. Remember that we ſpeak not of thoſe Immanent a&s whoſe obje& is 
Eternal : but of thoſe that have a temporary objeR, as the aQual exiſtence of 
thin2s, (Fc. 

2. Theſe kinde of Immanent As may be called Trankhent afcer a ſort, inthat 
they do quoad Terminztionem objefivam, pals to an extrinfick objett, | 

3. eAgere, in the ſenſe now taken, when applied ro God, fagnifierh ſomething 
more then meerly Ef, | | | 

4. The whole Generical Eflence of AQionzis found infthe ſpecies of ARion. | 

5. Intelligere , Velle, Amare, relate ro ſome Objects : <Qui Tatclligit, aliquid 
Intel/zgit : qui Amat, aliquid Amat- Theſe terms therefore do alwayes (when af- 
firmed, as being in God) connore their Objeds, 

6, There is a neceflity therefore that the as be variouſly denominated from 
the diverſity of obje&s. Ir is no way fit to ſay, That God doth Nill Good, or 
Will fin, or that his Vee & Nolle is all one : Or that his ntelligere & Pelle is 
all one, For, as it is ſaid, the A& connotes the Obje& : and therefore we are 
net ſo much as to aſcribe the a to God when there is not an obje& for ir 3 or 
as to an aliene Objet. Elſe we might ſay, Dei Intclligere && Pelle ſunt 
idem : Deus Intelligis Peccata: Ergo Deus Vult peccata: And that God Nil- 
leth Good ,becauſe he WillethGood,leeing in Ged Vells and;Nolle are all one. 

7. This neceſſity of various extrinſecal denominations is-ordinarily confeſſed 
by the moR rigid Divines. I ſhall cite one more anon, 

8, This Denomination hath fundamentum in re , or elſe ir were deluſory and 
abuſive 3 theſe being the fitteſt names thar moſt agree to the Things (of which 
ſee Meuriſs. Mctaph.Scoti, li.2.c.3. Conclaſ.3. & Durand.l.i. dift.19. q.5.5.13z14, 
& Aquin.de Veritate, Matcr.7.q.1,2,&c,) . Notions and Names are true or falſe, 
as they agree or diſagree to the things. 

9. On the ſame ground as God may thus be ſaid to Underſtand, Will, Nill, 
Love, Cc. and theſe may be ſaid to be not the ſame, he may alſo be ſaid to have 
divers ats of IntelleRion, Willing, Nilling, and theſe not tro be the ſame: e.g. 
'T hat it is not all one to ele Peter, and roele& Fohn. 

10, Whatſoever this diverſity of names implieth, as its foundation in God, 
{whether a bare Relative diverſity, or alſo a Modal, or what ever the like) it is 
certain that it implieth no Compoſition in him, but it is onely what is conſiſtent 
with his-ſimplicity. 

. TI» $ome of the objeRs of Gods Knowledge and Love, are not from ae 76 
' 
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The Exiſtence 1s more then the meer Effe Volitum, or Will that they ſhall exiſt : 
And it is not all one to know the T hing it («lf in ir ſelf, and ro know it in its 
Cauſe, Though God therefore did from Eternity intuitively know the Efe V6- 
litam, and know the Creature in kimſelf its Cauſe, and know its futurity, and ſo 
fore- know all things : yet it follows not that he intuitively knew the Creature in 
it ſelf, as exiſting, (Unlefſe we affert the co-exiſtence of all things in Eternity 
with God. 

12, There is therefore the ſame reaſon to Denominate Gods IntelleRion, 
Love, &*. as beginning and Ending with its Obje&s, as there is tc denominate 
them as divers from the diverſity of objeAs, And thereforethis is a fit and ne- 
cellary way of ſpeech, Ir is not fit to ſay, God is now Creating the world quoad 
afions formalitatem, though you over-look the effe& : ir is nor fit to (ay, That 
God now knows that the world will be Created ( unlefle you reſpe& ſome 
new Creation) or that eAbraham, Moſes, David, ſhall Die, or that Chriſt ſhall 
riſe again, &c. 

13. This Denomination of Gods aQts as beginning and ending, hath as much 
foundation in the thing, and is as true as the Denomination of his aQs as vari- 
ous. And this may as well conſiſt with Gods Immurability, as the other with his 
Simplicity. The reaſon is evidently the ſame. 

Now for the one, hear whar others ſay. Schibler et. I.2.c. 3. Tit, 6. n. 247, 
248. eQuaſtio eſt de Accidentibus que in Deo fint, Hac enim ſolum poſSunt compoſt- 
tiouem in Deo facere, &c, Unde ſpectaliter relinquitur , quod in Deo non fiat compoſi- 
210 6x ſubjefo & accidente, fi maxime ei conveniat Agere, tal: a ione que pratlicamen- 
zalis. dici poſſit. N am aftiones non comparantur ad agens, per modum eflendi in, ſed 
ſolum per modum efsendi ab alzo,ut infra, &c. Atque ita aFiones tantum apprehenduntur 
ut egredicutes ab eſſentia rei, <Quod autcm egreditur ab cſſentia rei, hoc, eo ipſo, non po- 
zeſt cum eſſentia facere compoſitionem, que extremorum unionem rcquirit, Andu. 97. 
Nam Afﬀtiones Divine tranſeuntesuon ſunt ſub efive in Deo, ſed ſolum a Deo proce- 
dunt 3 unde nullam compoſitionem cum Deo faciunt, &c, Yuanquam id etiam (verum) 
eſt de afionibus Immaneutibus : Hac enim non dicuntur Immanentes pofutive', quaſs in 
agente rizide loquends ſubjeftentur, ſed Negative (6lum,quia in externam materiam nom 
tranfiunt, Unde ad rationcm afionk fimpliciter & Immanentis && tranſeuntis, non re- 
quiritur eſſe in, ſed ſolum eſſe ab : Tdeoque neutrym facit cum agente Compoſitionem, 
Et fic anima noſtra, fs incipiat inteligere aut Velle, non tamen componitur, tum ex (uo eſ- 
ſe e@ Intelleione & Volitione qu tales ſunt : ſed in utroque ſtatu aque et Anima fim- 
plex, Dixi,qua rales ſunt, eQuia ad intclieAfionem poteſt conſequi aliqua compoſitio, fi fot 
per ſpeciem Inelligibilem.] | 

Keckerman iu Syſtem.Theolog 1.1.6.3, maintaineth, that the Perſons in the Tri-- 
nity , differ from the Divine Eflence, as Modzs 4 re, and from each other as Mo- 
dus a Modo, and that Ens and Medws make no Compoſition, Much more may it be 
ſo ſaid of Relations te things external. | 

Altingius Problem. bcolog.Par.1. pag.55. diſtinguiſheth Gods aRions, 1, Sunt: 
aim intrinficier Immanentes qurnon tranſeunt in objeFum externum && nullum prorſus 
reſpefum aut 94oy ad To *Ew. Tales ſunt aus perſonales quos Scholaſtici notionales 
wvocant, gignere, ſpirare, &c. Horum abſoluta eſt neceſſitas abſque potentia ad oppoſitum, 
& ſunt aterni. 2. Sunt aus extrinſfuct qui non ſunt in Deo, ſed a Deo frve qui 4 
Deo ſunt efte Rive, in Creaturts autcm ſubjefrve : velut creare, gubcrnare, redimere, 
&c. Dem enim extrinſecus ſolum ab ik denomimatur. 3. Sunt eAfus Intrinſec: qui- 
dem in Deo, ſed Connotanes reſpeium ac 94 ad extra, ut ſcire, velle, Scat |< 
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Deus nor ſolum ſe, [cd ctiam omnino quicquid eſt ſcibile, five ut poſſibile, five ut futurum. 
Vult etiam non ſolum ſe, ſed eriam aliaextra ſe, 8&c, Hujuſmodi aus ſunt Decrets, re- 
lativi nimirum ad extra, o& prater voluntatem 94my ſtatuunt rerum externarum. Com- 
pofitio autem hinc male infertur, &c. Matk alſo, that he names the firit ſort onely 
 Immanent acts, : ; 
And for the fitnefſe and neceſlity of the Deneminations, hear whac Eſi:us con- 
feſleth in Sent.l.1.dif.z9.S. 3. De hac igitur ſcieutia Dei (viz. ad cnunciabilia) 
quamvs & ip[a fine dubio fat in ſe invariabilis, varie tame loqui nos oportet, prout vari- 
antur propoſitiones ſecundum rempora. Cum enim nallam propoſutionem ſcire quis di- 
catur, hoc ſciendi-modo, nifs veram, eademque propofutio propter mutationem rerum dc 
temporum, modo vera fit, modo falſa ; conſequens erit, Deum nunc ſcire propoſutzonem 
aliquam quam poſtca neſciat, & contra. <Yuod per fingulas temporum differentias faciie 
eſt declarare, Nam propoſitionem veram de preterito, ut, Chriſtus natus ct, ante bis 
mille annos n0n ſciebat, ſed Ghriſto nato ſcire cepit ; eademtamen nunquam ſcire definet, 
fecut nec ullam aliam que fit prateriti temporis, quia propofitio de praterito vera, ſemper 
erit vers. <Quod intellige de praterito ingenere: Nam fs certum tempus defignet, ut 
Heri natus eſt Chriſtus,ſtire cam des4jt, 7 de future fimpliciter, ut, Poſt biduum paſcha 
fict. Ruxſum propofutionem de futuro veram, ut Omnes reſurgemus, ſcivit quidem ab 
aterno, nec fieri poteſt ut talem aliquando inciptat ſcire, quia propofutio de ſuturo vera ſem- 
per fuit vera, loguends fimiliter de futuro in genere. Sed eam aliquando ſcire defenct 3 
uempe poſt reſurreionem fatam, quia tum vera eſſe deſruct ipſa propofutio, Denique pro- 
pofitionem de preſenti veram, (cit tantiſper dum ea vera manet, velut iſtam, Eccleſia mi- 
litat. eActalem incipit aliquando ſcire, & aliquands ſcire defſpnit ; nift forte veritas pro- 
poſetionis fit perpetua, &c. Porrs omnis hac loquendi warietas nou inde naſcitur, quod 
circa Dci ſciemiam accidat aliqua Mutatio, [ed quia mutantur res ſubjefe. Unde ne- 
ceſſe eſt & ipſas mutari propefitiones, 8c. Manifeſtum eft autem rebus mutatis non 
neceſſario ſcientiam mutari, ne creatam quidem , nifs quid aliud concurrat, velut Com- 
pofutzo aut diviſio, - aut certitudo major per experientiam rei praſeutis dccepta. 

Que in Deo locum nou habent. Sicut ergo ſcientis Medici invariata permanet 
= on bomini ob variam ejus affefionem, modo hac pharmaca, modo alia diverſa 
prajcribit, &c. 

I4, Laſtt,] I again defire the Reader ro remember, that if I ſeem in all this 
to ſpeak (ceprically, it is no wonder, when ail chat I intend is but to convince 
theſe ſelt-conceired Learned men, that theſe things are indeed beyond their 
reach, and that they know not wha: they think they know : it being my own opi- 
nion, That Action, IntelleQion and Will, are but Meraphorically aſcribed ro 
God, and thar we cannot know whar that is in propriety, which theſe expreſſi- 
ons do ſhadow out in God. Tho.White ſaith, Inititus.Sacrar ti.z.Lef.1. pag, 36, 
137. <Quare dicimus abſtrabendo a noſtris conceptibus, eſſe Deum unam ſumplicitatem 
fempliciſſimam, qua neque fit Deus, neque ens, neque aliud formaliter quod nos cozitare 
poſſimus ; ſed noſtras cogitationes eam inad equate repraſentare ; nou quaſi acriientes ali- 
qued unum ex pluribus que ibi afufint, ſed acctpiendo participationes quaſdam inferiores 
eo quod ipſe eſt, & diſſtmiliores quam ſaliva vel pediculus oft refeftu hominis. Whes 
ther this hold or not of the notions, Dexws @& Ens , I doubt not but it holds of 
IntelleQion and Volition: or at leaſt that we men are uncertain whar theſe are in 
God. And che ſtrange confidence of men in this, that they know that which no 
man knows indeed, hath made them'unreverencly vent their conceirs, and fill the 
Church with perplexigg controverſies about things that none can determine. As 
M- Burgeſs ſaith of Jultific, Le&. 20, (Oaly you mult rake notice that we are 


in 
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in meer darkneſs, and not able to comprehend how God is ſaid to a& or work, 
ec. Therefore it is a ſure truth, De Deo ctiam vera dicere periculoſum eft, && tunc 
digne Deum aftimamus, cum inaftimabilem dicimus ; then do we rightly eſteem of 
him, when we Judge him avove our thoughts or eſteem.J Matth. Park ſpeaking 
of the Dominicans teaching, which cauſed that greer diflention and confuſion in 
the Univerſity of Par#, writes thus (ad anzum Dom.1243. as he is cired by the 
Prefacer to Guiliel. de Sanflo Amore) Incipiebaut diſpmare & diſſerere ſubtiliug 
celfius quam decuit aut expedivit : Wu 1011 verentes tangere montes a gloria Dei oppri- 
mendi nitebamur ſecreta Dei inveſtigabilia temere perſcrutari, e Fudicia Dei que ſunt 
aby ſus multa, nimis praſumptuose indagare, Deo cnim plus placet firme fidei fumplicitas, 
quam nims tranſcendens in T heotogia ſubtilitas.) Dr.Twiſs Vindic.Grat.l.2. Crim. 3. 
S.15. Sedquid fiet er hec bumana ratio non ſcrat ? Au mhil cre» 


dendum nobis incumbit nifi quod quomodo fiat, humanz.ratione ex- 
plicarepoſſit ? Myſterium hoc forfutan adorandum potius quam ſeru- 
tandum, &c, Etli.2.Crim.z.$.20. pag. (mib!) 405. Etiam 
7101 erubeſco fateri, licet nunquam dubitarem de ſanta Dei naturd, 
ranquan de omni ſceleris reatu alieniſſima, hoc ramen diu me ſuffen- 
ſum renuiſſe ( forte etiam hodie non paucos ſufenſos tenet) quanam 
(cilicet fit illa vera ratio, qui modus operations Diving quo fiat ut ſe 


See M*rR's own 
contcfhon, how 
littlewe can cone 
ceive or expreis 
of God, in the 
end of his Epiſt. 
Dedicat. 


in omni atone 1anquam Cauſe efficaciſſima immiſceat, extra tamen 
omnem vitii contegtonem, citra juftam culps ſuſpicionem : Et an hodie per omnia ſatis 
explicatum habeamus,Dens novit, &c. Significat etiam Calvinus, multis huns nodum 
viſun eſe mmexplicabilem, &c. Hoc modo tutins conſulendum cenſuit noſtre pietati, fe fa» 
tcamur hebitudinem ſenſus noftri myſterium hoo-non capere.] And why ſhould not rhe 
ſame Confeflion extend to the preſent caſe alſo? Though we do not uſe to con- 
feſs our Ignorancetill we are utterly at a loſs (and then we ſay as Cajetan when he 
was ſtall'd, It doth not quictare intelleFum) yet we have oft as great cauſe to con=- 
tels it where we are confident ſometimes 3 as perhaps Ariba that blames Cajetan 
for his Confeſſion of Ignorance, might know as little as Alvareq that commends 
it for a moſt holy and pious ſpeech. 


I had thought to have ſaid no more to this point, but find- * [know Mr.Ru- 


ing a moſt Learned, * Orthodox, Judicious Divine Robert 
Baronius (Camero ſecundus, vel Cameroni ſecundus) ro ſpeak 
{o fully in this point, in his excellent Treatiſe dePeccato More 
zali & Veniali, 1 have adventured to tranſcribe the whole Cha- 
Pter, ir being not long, both thatthe Reader may (ee the Rea» 
{ons of the like paſſages in my fore-going Replies more clearly, 
and that Mr.K. may be yer better ſatisfied that I am nor ſo fin- 
gular in theſe things, as he ſeems ro think me-. 


therford hath ſome 
jarring with him ; 
and 1 do not under- 
take 10 juſtific all 
that any man hath 
faid, when I call 
them Orthodox; bus. 
IT confef I think 
that for ſolidity in 


the controverted points that they meddle with, Davenant, Camero and Baronius are the 
glory of Britain, as having happily his on that mean, which many others have miſt of, which 
I would not have underſtood as diſparaging ary others : for even in this, they have many 
excellent ((ompantons, and others have therr exccllencies, that were not mm this ſo happy -68 
they. Our Renowned B.U ſher,D. Preſton,D. Field, and many another - famous light in 
England, have nt only deſerved the honour of eminem Learnmg and Piety, but even in 
#i judicious Diſcovery of eminem Learning and Picty, but even in this judicious Diſcove- 
ry of thetruth, between the extreams which orbers have run into, they bave helped 10 reduce 


the violent 10 Moderation,and to ſhew men 8 ſurer way to overcome the adverſary ghev their. 
diſeduantagious exireams. | Diſp.. 
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Diſp, Parte 1* ſe&,6, Deum Poſle eos amare quos prius odit, & odifle eos 
quos prius amavir, abſq; wlla vel phyfica, vel morali yoluatatis ſuz 
mutatione , obiter Declaratur, | 


EX doftrina precedenti ſcftione tradita de juſtificatoram ad certum tempus exclu- 
ione ab eo favoris Divini gradu, quo pris diligebantur, uequaquan ſequitur De- 


um, aut voluntatem Dei in ſe mutabilem eſſe, five loquamur de mutabilitate phyfica, 


ſuede mutabilitate morali, Cs 

Nam quod ad divinum anorem 'executionis attinet Deum non amare juſtificatos 
peccatt mortalis reata involutos amore executionis, nihil aliadeft, quam eum non con- 
ferre in 1/5 ea bong ſpiritualia, ſeu media ſalatis, que privs in eos conferebat nulla 
igitur eft bic mutatio quoad ali ua immanentes, quiin ipſo Deo exiſtunt, ſed tamum 
quoad aftus tranſtuntes, qui ſunt extra Deum & in bominiba recipiuntur, & pro- 
inde iis mutatis nou mutatur Deus, ſed illiin quibus hi aftus, W eorun effeita rect. 
piuntur. Dicet aliquis : D2us non ſolum non confert illg beneficia in eos, (ed etiam 
durante eo ſtatu non vult ea conferre «: prius autem voluit ea conſerre: 0 proinde 
mutatus eff. Reſp. Voluit priue i/la beneficia commuanicare its exiſtentibua in alio 
ſtatu. Sedth exiſtentibus in hoc ftatu impietatu, & impenitentiz, neq, jam vult, 
neq,unquam voluit, imo ab eterno nolutt bec beneficia communicare. Quamvis igi- 
tar durante hoc ſiatu benevolentia Dei quaſi ligata & impedita fit 3 ut ſupra monui, 


' binc tamen non ſequitur eam in /e mutatam eſſe : ſed tantum mutatum e//e ejus ub. 


jeftuw, quia viz. objefum ejus, hoc eſt, homines eleiti, prius eraut capaces iſtorum 
benefictoram nunc vero eorum capaces non ſunt. | 
3. Major & gravior difficultas eſt de amore complacentie, & odio diſplicentie 
ei oppoſito. Cum enim hi attxa fint immanentes, boc eſt, in ipſo Deo exiſtentes, iis 
mutatis videtur ipſe Deus in ſe mutari. Reſpondert ſolet primo, non mutari hos 
aftu realiter, & a parte rei , quia uterg, bic ait« in Deo fuit ab eterno, & in 
eternum ia eo durabit, cum reſpþetfu ad diverſos iftiaa bomini ſtatu, quorum alter 
alteri in tempore fucceſſit, Ita refÞondet Eonleca tom. 3. Metaph.lib.7.cape8.queſt.s. 
(efF.7. Yuod þ (inquit) quis objiciat eandem poſſe prius odio baberi a Deo, þ fit in- 
Juſtus, poſtea vero diligi, (i fit juftas,& vice verſa, fine ulla divine voluntatis mu- 
tatione, ergo mbil repugnare quo minus diving voluntas nullo modo mutata tranſeat 
anslitione 14 valitionem ret ejuſdem, ex diftu patet ſolutio. Deus enim non eundem 
odio habet, ac diligit pro eadem tempore, ſed pro diverſis. Adde, quod etfi in eodem 
honine juſtitia ſaccedit peccato, aut peccatum juſtitie, tamen odio, quo Deus illum 
proſequitur ut peccatorem, non ſuccedit amor; quo illun diligit at juſtum, aut contra ; 
{ed uterg, affeifus divings eternus eſt reſpiciens diver/os bominis ſtatus, quorum alter 
glterti (uccedit in tempore, | | 
4. Secundo reſpondeo : quamvis concederemas eſſe aliquam mutationem & ſucce/> 
fonem in aftibus immanextibus amoria & odii divint formaliter conſideratia, quate- 
mus per ratiouen diſt ingauntur ab eſſtutia divina 0 inter ſe, boc eff, quamvis dice- 
reuus aitum aworis complaceutie erga eleffum in bos caſu non awplius eſſe in Deo, 
eig, ſuccedere aftam odit diſplicentie, non tamen inde ſequeretar eſſe mutationem alis 
quan realen inipſo Dag, Nam attus Dei liberi nibil ſuperadlant voluntatt aut 
efentie divine, preter reſþeftan ſea relationen rationls, aut extrinſecam aliquan 
counotationem, que tanenadrealem eorum entitatem non pertinent : nam tota eorum 
entitas reals eff ip[4 Deieſuntia, njbilg, intrinſece includunt preter ea. Ly" 
| ſoitur 
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igitor Deut defineret amare eos_quos prius amabat, non mutaretur.matatione reall, 
quia nibil 1cale amitteret. figg inciperet eos amare quos prins odrt,non mutgverur,quis 
ndhil reale ei actederet, mutatiy duten vealtc now fit;” fine'aliqua iadJitione aut ablge 
tione reals, _ 1-0 HS 100 IG DUJONL UH FA7 e239 TISSE RULE TIO A LLGNS CINE 

5. Non meceſce eſt nt bic probem atfus illos rulſam realem entitatem ( frve ea v0» 
cetar perfeitio, ſrue extenſio attus divini ad objefta) ſuperaddere eſſtniie divine. 
Nam Evangelici omnes hoc unanimiter tenent« @ quod ad Pontificios attinet, 
quamVvi C:j:ranus tn 1*® pariem Thomeg qu#ſt. 19; arts %'&';3 Fonſeca t0n* Jo 
Metaph.lib.7 cap.8.queſt.$. ſett i4» & Salas 19422, queſt, 6, art-3:tratt 3 4ifÞ.3« 
{eft. 8. doceant aus liberos Dei, ſtu decreta ejus,; ſuperaddere efſthtie divme rea» 
lem quandam entitatem,. qua ab eterny potuit none? in Deo, queg revera in eo non 
Jaiſſet, þþ ab eterno aliter decreviſſet, & hos aftus non babuiſſet, major tame & 
meligr eorum pars in contraria eſt {ententia viz, Suarcz. tom: 2, Metapb; diiÞ.z0e 
{e.g. @ Valquez. iv 1'® parrem Thome, diiput:80, cep.1.@ 2. Valcnt: tom, ts. 
difut, 1. queſt , 19 putt: 4. Arrubal in primam:partem Thome, dif}at 54 cap-2. & 
ſe ſequentibas, Becanus in. ſuming, Parte 1 Trath, 1, cap 11: queſt.q, Trigoſus 
ſumma Theologica Bonavencutz quz/t; 13« art, 2, dub 3, coneluſc 1, Franciicus 
« umel variarum diſpat t0m9.1.in difÞ de pre ſcientia Dei dub.z p57, &c. Horum ſen» 
tentia proculdubio eſt verior ills altera, quia'fs in Deo eft realia aliquaentitas,” que 
ab zterno potuit in eo non efſe, atq, adeo potuit non omninoe/ſe, ſeu eſſe merum nibil, 
receſſario ſequitar aliquideſ/2 in Deo quod non eſt D:us. 

- 6, Dicet aliqui ; fi mutath aftibus liberls Deus realiter non mutatur, poterie 
ſalua ſua.immutabiittate, 'mutare 'deiretg ſua; de rebus futuris, '&* proinde-poterit 
tncijere velle quod nunquamn atite@voldit, wel deſinere velle quod prius woluit. Nam 
talis mutatio decretorum divinoan fit fore aliqus adiitione, 'aut ablatione-realic 

Reſp.Duplicem eſe mutationen, viz Phyſicam & Moralem,” Phyſica, (eu real mn. 
tatio fit per additionen, aut ablationem alicujus entitatis realis.  Moralis mutatio eff 
propofivt 0 voluntatis, aut etiam cognitionia & ſcientia mutatio 3 ut fi quis quod 
antea putabat verum,deinde feiſam juice; quod antes facere decreverat poſtes 
nolit, qued [ane magnam tmperfeffionem in eo qui fic mutatur arguit, Vide N algues 
zium in «© partem Thome ſuper queſt.g. art.4, Cum izitur' Deus dicitar-abſotute 
inmutabils id non minus intel{igitur de morali quam de Phyſoa imnatabilitate, nam 
mutatio propofiti &@ confilit que moralis vocatur, arguit inconſtantiam,; 'imprus 
dentiam, O& copgnitionis imperfeftiovem, que non minus ſumu.e & abſolute Dei per= 
feftiou: repugnant, quam Phyfica, ſeurealis mutatio, ut bene obſervat Suarcz..tom. 2, 
Metrapb-diþ,30, (eft.g.num.58. 0 1 NN REIT IMF af TOE A 

- .7- Ex bs patet Deun,: cam 'odio- difflicent'e proſequitar' eleflam, quem prias 
amsbat amore conplacentie, nou mutart ; 'qua1nvis forta//e nunc'minime'ſit in eoaTus 
complacent:e, confideratus ut reſpetfam rationis ad tale objeffam divine efſtntie 
ſuperadiit ; Prims enim ablato talt aftu, Deus pbyſie Q& reeliter nos mutatur, 
quianihil et decedit preter merun reÞeFum rationis ut irreffagabilibus arguments 
demonſtrant Suarez. & Va{quex, locis citati, Secundo neque inutatur moraliter, 
quia non nutat propofitum, ſed conra, permanet in ſuo propofito,” aut potfus in 
naturali ſas inclinations; qiia'ab etrvno fuit, nunc eff, ſemper erit, *propenſus 
ad amandam virtaten  & ad\deteftanla vitia, ſtu peecata. *Permaner 'etiam 
in juo propofutt periducendt eos quo3 Cv & juftificavit a eternam glorian, nam 


JE {tat Dei fundamentam, babens f2iflum hoc, Novit Domintis eos qui ſunt ſi?, 
2 L1M;2, 19, ; | 5418 $$» 
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BF L Yoce that the reaſon which Baroniue, -Burgerſdrcins and others vive againſt 
| ys Sis of his "chin viz. he ſhould be morally mutable, holds NHL Of the 
immagenrt:a&s which preſuppole their objeRts, and whoſe objrRs are really mu- 
table : as Baronias here manifeſteth, It is.certain that things are ſometime future, 
ſomerime prelenr or exiſtent, and ſomctime palt :: and thar they are ſo is of God, 
but without moral muracian ;: therefore bis Knowing "them ſo, and bis Willing 
and Approving .them ſo, is- without moral. mutation too. So the ſame man is 
£206.0r holy to day that was bad and unholy yeſterday : therefore God may love 
im. to day with complaceney and approbation, whom he diſliked before 3 and 
may know him to be as be is, which before he did not, becauſe he was nor as he is. 
2, Notethe reaſon why God cannot change his Decrees : Both becauſe they do 
effe& orproduce their own obje&s ( 2s commonly called Y viz, Rerum futuriti- 
excm, when as Gods Approbation, his Knowledge pure wfronis, his Complacency, 
£6. do preſuppoſe theic objeRs..' 2, And it would: be a contradiction for the 
ſame event, to.be future and.nort futurey e. g, mans falvation : therefore if God 
abſolutely Decreethac Peter ſhall bg ſaved, and after Decree the contrary, the firſt 
Decree.muſt be changed cauflefly,: and for want of power not be executed 3 and 
alſo as it is verbum mem, it mull be falile ; which cannot be, 


FT Had thought to have ſaid nothing of particular - Scriptures that Pop of Gods 
I afts which we call Immanent as Beginning: or: Endihg\; becauſe they are ſo 
commonly.:known.: Bur leſt any ſhould think I flight Scripture Argument, which 
I principally eſteem; or leſt they take ir for granted that there is none ſuch, becauſe 
None are produced, I will adde ſome texts in confirmation of the w-nor of this fol- 

lowing Argument. (IH | 
\ I God himſelf. in his Word do ordinarily ſpeak of tis own As, which we 
_ «call Immanent, as Beginning or Ending, then 5s it notunkit for us ro doſoto, 
_ . (Gad knows belt how to expreſs his ewn AFts.) CAN | 
| But God himſelf in his Word doth ordinarily ſpeak of his own A&s,which 

we-call Immanenr, as Beginning or Ending : | 
- Therefore. 


Luk. 2. 52, Feſus iricreaſed in favour with God and man.J Gods [favouring] Chriſt 
3s an Immanent a& :-. and yet Cheift increaled in-Gods favour ; Increaſe gnifieth 
mutation; by an inception of further degrees. . | | 
| Rom.9.25. I will cal! them my People which were not my people, and her Beloved 
which was not beloved,] Love is an Immanent a. 

Job. 16.27. The Father himſelf loveth you,beceuſe ye have loved me and beleeved, 8c.) 
TT herefore ic was when they beleeved and loved Chriſt,that the Father inthis (enle 
began to love them, | | 
: \ TIER 21,23. He that lovath me ſhall beloved of my Father,and I wik love him, c. 
2/And my Father-will love him, and we will come unto him, 8c.) (V2 
| Pre.8.17, I lovethem that love me, &c.] Therefore with'this ſame love, they 
Were not before beloved, though with another ſort of loye they were. 

Joh.10.17, Therefore doththe Father love me, becauſe I lay dowu my life, cc, 

Hol. 13,1, When Iſrael was 4 childe then I loved bim. —_ 

cuts. 


rt. 
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Deut.7. 12.;123.” #fyehetrken,&c. the Lord thy Gol'wit Reep unto thee the 


Wc. And be will love thee, &c. "2 ;3 
Hof. 9.15: Þ wilfloor vhtm'v0 more": Myhere Pritcts £ are reuolers: 


Pla).5.5. Thou pateſt al the workers of iniqidey.] Such 3 are the bag or \ 


vetſion, © 
Gen-4.7, Tf thou ds well ſhalt thou wor be Accepted; &c 20 
So all thofe rexrs'thar ſpeak of Gods being reconciled, which "lied tg 


an Immanent ac{. 


AR.10:35+ He thitfearcth Gel and wotkajh rebieouſuc 17 Ace of im * 
_ Mat«3-17. Thjs is my Beloved Sou in whom I am well pleafed, vin 
- Heb.r3.16, With ſuch ſacrifiee God irwell pleaſed. | 
Heb.11.5. He had this teſtimony that he pleaſed God.. _ 
i King.3.10. Andthe pg! pleaſed ibe Lord that Solomon asked, &&. 
Heb.11.6. Jhout faith it % impoſſible to pleaſe God, 
x T hell.4.1. How ye ought 30, walk-and pleaſe God, - 
z Cor.7.32, He that i unmarried Py &c. how he may Nel hit. 
Rom.8,8. They that are jnhe fleſh «aunt pleaſe Gad. 
Prov.15.8. Theprazer of the upright js hls delight, 2 WE: 
2 Sam,15.26, If be thus ſay, T have ns delight in thee, Sc. ne 
Jer. 9.24: For intheſe things do I delight ſaith the Lord, 
_ Zeph.3.17. Hewill rejoyce over thee with io, he will reſt in his love ; he willj joj ner. 
tee, OC. 


Deut.23'63 3. And it Toall come t0 \paſſe, as the Lord rejoyced over you to dog te 
8c. ſo the Lord wilt rejoyec over youto deſtrog you, &c. | : 
 Deut.30.9, Forthe Lord will again reoy6e over thee for good, 
_ Pal. 194.71. TheLord ſhall rejoycein his Works. 


Uh 62,5, As the bridggroom Rejoyceth over the bride, ſo ſhall wy God Rows 
Over INCE. 


2 Tim.2.L5. Std) ts Den ty ff proved ua, ES ; 
Deut.3 2.19-+ hea the Lord ſaw i. he abborred them. : i you on 
Gen1.4,10,13,31, Gol ſoothe li | that it was } oth | 


| 1fa,59.15,16. Andthe Lord ſaw it, andit diÞleaſed him that there wat 119 le: 
ment : And he ſaw that there was no man, and woudred, &c. 
Gen.29.31. Whenthe Lord ſaw that Leah as bated, he, &c, 


Jer.26,2,3, Diminiſh not a word. I} ſo bethey will hedrken and turn every Wan 
from his evil way, that I may repent me of the evil, which I purpoſe to do unto then becauſe 
of the cvil of their doings, 


Jer-36-3. It may bethe houſe of Fudah will hear all the evil which l purpoſe " do 


uuto- them , that they may reurn curry aan from bis coil way , - that 1 may to 
give, CC. 


Gen.6.6, Tt repented the Lord that hs had mals man,] So the 7 yerle, 
Exod. 32, 14. cAnd he Lord repented of the cuil which he thought to do inrobis 
people. 


Ro 19, 35. TY, Lord Faponed, be had mae Lag # Ki1g 1.129 So. he doen 
verle 


oi 


FR 


Jeras I 9. ER Lond Raeuidiin of ett &c. OY 
Ma Amos 


Wits <> 


ol ltd pit: ai ebb So EI WA RBI IE on cs Py 
Svowk WAND Hin tle 28 £04 « __—— I ER 


of dtodfo wo, 1 Cabal If AS + ba oe UA $9 LOS: 
= . * ©- + 4 > wo 


EIS 


if 
| 

l 
| 


[976] 


Rs nos,7- 3. The Lord, Repented for this: It  ſoall not be ſaith the Lond. ] So 
ver 


Jonah 4.2; 1 knew that thou (71-4 gracious God,and merciful, ſlow to anger and of 

2 reat robe elog Repenteſt thee of the evil, 
 Jon-3.10. And 'God ſaw their works that they tarned from their evil way, and God 
Repented of the evilthat he had ſaid he would dounto them, and-did it not. - 

Josl 2, : 3. He is graciows,&c. ſlow to anger,and Repentetb him of the evil. 

"Jer. r5.6. Fam weary with Repentirg. 

H<\.11,8, fy, heart i k trycd withinme: my repentings are kindled together. 

Pſal.36.'5: For Fs -t1:g64 endureth but for a moment. | 

Pla!.102.8,9, The Lord? mercifhl and gracious, flow to Mer Neither will 
be keep bis Anger for ever- 

Iſa.63,10, "Therefore hc was. Turned. to be their enemy ,&c, 

Pial.85. 3, Tho haft Faken away all thy wrath, thou haſt turned thy fa from the fierce- 
neſſe of thy auger. 

2 Ch:onys2.4 2, And whenhe humbled himſelf the wrath of the Lord turned Fm vim 
that be wont or deftre _— 

Joſh.7.26, 80 the Lord turned from the fierceneſs of his wrath. 

S0 a Chren.29.10, & 39,$,9. & Plal.106:23, Jer.18.20. and ſo Geatiddy, 

Alſo very many places that mention the kindling or ariſing of Gods wrath, 

Ct” 38. Mazy. a tame turned he hi -auger away and 4:4 not ſtirre up all his 
Tprat 

\ Prov. 24.18. Left the Lord ſe {c eit, and it difpleaſe bi, and. turn away. his wrath 
Pom bin. iS three ſovetal immarient a&s mentioned together. 

So all thoſe Texts-where Rerhembring and Forgentng' are ſpoken'of Gbd, 

So many more Texts that mention Gods being d: Upleaſed, Ws z8.t 9. 'N Wt. 

AL.1, 1Chron.21.7, Pſ.60.1, Zech;1.2.15. 

"So many Texts thar ſpeak of Gods ſeeing, -as Gen r8:Þ1, (Fe. 

Plal. 34.17. The righteous cry and the. Lord hearcth ns benh. QCe 

Pſal.69.33- For the Lord heareth the poor and def-<jeth'not bk Princes | 

" With many more places that ſpeak! ves Gods Hearing and"Hear ening, 

p 'So many, Texts that. mention "bid Regarding, and his Conkidering, and Pon- 
erin OR 

Ar many that mention his Abhorring, and his deſpiſing, PEW. gs 

And many Texts that ſpeak of Gods Pity and Compaſſion to the miſerable. 

_ And many thar ſpeak of his Favour as beginning or ending,.and mans finding 
favour in his . . - Soar 

: And many. thaz (peak of his Grace when it fignifierh, favour, and is exprefied as 
beginning or changing.” With many mare to the (ame purpole, , 

Judg.10.13-16:5 Te have forſaken me and ferved other Gods; Wherefore I wit! de- 
liver you #0 more, Verſ..16. They put away the ſtrange Gods. and ſerved the Lord, and 
his ſoul was grieved for the miſery of Iſracl,$c,] And he did deliver them by Fephtah, 
IN here God ſeemeth to revoke a bis fentence, 


crp> 


1 any ſhall ſay, that all: theſe later are bur fiourative fpeeches applied to God 
from the manner, of men. : I as eaſily grant it as any man : But. withall remember 
theſerworthings, 1. That I ſuppoſe it is as true of Gods Knowing and Willing, 
his EleQing , Decreeing, Purpoſing, &c. only diftering in the degree of impro- 
priety : Till thes contrary be berter proved then I haye ſeen it, I think this will be 

| my. 


Sis, 


| (77) 

my opinion. - 2. Ir is onely the fitnefſe or unfitneſſe of theſe wayes of ſpeech 
concerning God, that I am now enquiring into 3 and not of the propriety. If 
it be the Scripture-way ſo ordinarily ro ſpeak of Gods Immanent as as New, as 
Beginning or Ceaſing, then is it not unlawfull or unfit for us ſo to ſpeak, in imi- 
ration of the holy Ghoſt : Kill acknowledging the unavoidable Impropriery of 
our expreſſions, and the Incomprehenfablenels of that in God, waich by ſuch ex- 
preflions is hinted out unto us. | 

I remember what Zanchizs ſaith in Epiſt.Joh.Cratoni, in the third Vol. of his 
Works, pag. (mihi) 135. <Quod ats, *Precibus movert Deum ay Ipwnmone vr: oft, 
quam þ tollamus E Scripturis, que impietates &@ quot pugnaniia non e $cripturk col» 
ligentur? X | | 


$$$ FL Loo $f fecs ooaoopecradiocſa Þ eſo 
The Second Point, 


S. 28, 


Mr.K. 'Sec —_ there # ſomewhat like to Juſtification in the Eternal Decrces 
«AA EE of God ts Fuſtific men. 


k 
* * 


t— 


| S. 28, 
R,B. IF this alſo be intended againſt me, then, Whether this Learned man: 
| did not want work, when he undertook this, I leave the indiflerent Rea- 
der to judge. The former Queſtion which he propounded to diſpute, he knew 
and confeſſed that I denied not: (Yet he hath forced me to ſpend many words on 
it, and to ſay more then I thoughr to have done.) This which he makes his ſe- 
cond Labour, he will not ſay that I was ever his adverſary in or that ever 1 de- 
bated the Propoſition,much leſs cenicd it : And yet all this ſeems intended again{t 
me, and by name anon he brings me in. Tf this man had not ſomewhat ab bo- 
mine more forcible then any thing in the matter diſputed, which inſtigated his 
Pugnacious ſoul to-this conflict, then mukt 1 confeſs my ſelf quite miſtaken in the 
Motives of his undertaking. The former part of bis Diſpute hath convinced 
me of this. . Iremember we bad ſuch (parks among us when I was a School-hoy, 
thar were wont (for maintaining the reputation of their yalour) to appoint fight- 
ing matches, and to the field they mult go, before ever they thought what ſhould 
be the matter of quarrel, and when-they came to ihe place, they muſt be dared 
by a third , to {pit in anothers face to make the quarrel z-and he thar refu- 
ſed was the Coward,and he that ſpit firſt,and truck firft,had the firſt glory,though 
ſometime nor the laſt, —_ 
\. What ſhould do with all theſe following words of Mr. K's that concern me 
not, Ido not well know. I hope none will expe& that 1 ſhould engage my elt 
againſt him to prove, that [there is nothing like ro Juſtification in the Eternal 
Decrecs of God to Juſtifie] nor that] ſhould wine.o all that be brings.to prove 
| l 3 M5 
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it | Yet becauſe I take his Diſcourſe to be very feeble, and to fmall purpoſe, L 
ſhall cake's brief notice af it in the way , wherher it were intended againkt me Dis 
rely; or bur Collarerally, oF FRA TRAIT | Led -od 
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Mc.K. AX! make it good, not Fom this, that by reaſou of uh Decree, God % 
| {£'X ſaid tohave Fuftified whim be predeſtinutel, Rom:3, For indeed ho is 

ſaid to have gtorified them alſo 3 though glorifying of many of them be not't.tl the end of 


i the world, yea that full glorifying of nons of hems be till then, and the Decree 10 glorific alk 
| | whom be will glorifie at the end of the world, was before the begiuning of the wortd # and 
| yet this expreſſion ſhews the Gertainty of their F4ſtification au Glarifying, was arc pre- 


deftinated 4 the Preter tenſe being uſed only to expreſs the Vertainty of the futurt. But 

ti this I will not infiſt on; but run another courſe, and that is this : Fuſfiftcuion is by the 
|! | Conſent of all men (1 mean Proteſtants) « Remiſſion of our fins, an1 eAccepting of us 
F as Rizhicous: Now this is either 4meer immanent, or 4 meer branſfient «AF, or both. 

| T know no mn will [ay it is @ meer tranſt2ut »AT 7 there beiug ng tranfieut Act of God 

| which doth not ſuppoſe an Immanent one ; for that be as nothing upon the Creature, but 
what he fir purpoſed in himſelf to a : ſo then an Immanent at there muſt be coufeſt, 

| | if there be a tranſient one 3 an4 a tranſicnt one I ſhall acknowledge as well as an Imma- 

| | J nent, and what it is will enquire by a4 by : Bu firſt [contend4th it immanent Aft there 
| 


Wl! can be no other then the Decree of G94 to p1ſs this trauſient Af, and that this Decree of 
{HR God ropaſs the tranfient AF of Fuſtifying, carries init a5 much as concerns” Gols Re> 


Wl; miſſion of ſins, an1 Acceptance of us 45 Righteous; ani therefore hath much in it like 
|; thy 70 Fuſtification ; and may be ſtiled ſo without Bluſphemy, 4s Mr.Goodwii & pleaſed 10 
(id j brand it in his Rhetorick. And that this Decree to Fuſtific us, carries as much as colt 
i | cerns Remiſſton of ſins, and accepting of us as righteous, I prove thus : If it do nos, then 
=. the Remiſſion of fins; and Accepting of us as Righteous,ave other immanent As, But 
| that cannot be, for then,either inthe Underſtinding or Will : but neither can be (aid with 
: ſobriety, for ſure Gol 6.4110t be [43d to Decree #0 know any thing, oy to decree to Will auy 
thing : not 1 know any thing : for though he know things in his. Decree, yet doth he not 
decree $0-know, bis Knowledge being neceſſtry , his Decree arbitrary : and if be did 
| | decree to know any thinz, we muſt con;lule he mizht have not known it ; for decrees ave 
Wd! ,. only of things which may be or not b2 ; Therefore whatſoever it be, it is no ſuch diftin® 


ammauent Af in Jods Underſtanding 3 and though we uſe to ſay, Now a manis Juſti= 
fied in Gods fighe, yer doch noz this put any new At of K1wledze in God, but figni- 
fies only a Teftimouy given by God, wheroby he makes us know that weare Fuſtified be-. 
fore God, or inhis feght 3 and I am ſure that Mr. Bax:er, who quoteth:Suarez, Schib= 
ler and Keckerman at every bout, cannot be tznorant that the word of fight, though it 
be for the form Aiv:,is for the ſubſtauce of it rather Paſſi 38,4nd therefore # not attribu- 4 
table toGod as it tous; but in him it ſizuifics 4 mtking of us to ſee, and we ave ſaid 

to be Fultified inhjs fizht, wen he mthes it as it were evident to our fizht that we are 

Fuſbified : as when Gol is ſaidto know whit was in H:zekinhs heart, the meaning #,he 

mac knawn to Herekiah what was in his heavt. | 


{© OT 
2:4. .016 DEA tat DES js 
a -_ - —_—_ OY : 


| 

|} ' 2+ To Degree to Will God cannot be ſaid 3 for thit is as much as to Will to Will, which 
| wes never beard of, the ovjedl of the Will being at be# 5ut the imperate AF, not his ow 
f elcite At z for whit nerd of Willing to will a thing, when one Willing | is enouzh * And 


he that wils to will , wils no morethen he doth alrea4y, which k to will, one of theſe 
Aits nuſt nceds be ſuperfiuous 3 and there is 10 ground to pub any ſuch in God, yea or man. 
| | I a6= 
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7 acknowledge amy in ſome caſes may be ſaidro Willto be more wittne, 2; whe! the 
fleſh interpoſeth and draws him off from willing fully, or «t leaſt from exerntind b&'t9811 : 
but this rather 10 will a freedom from 4 difturbance of theſerfitive appetite: 6, 5h ro will 
| the exerciſe of the rational will 3 now ſuch an incumbrance of the will sf God, there can be 
none, and -conſequemily no * pope whereon to raiſe ſuch an afſcrtion us this, that ht muy be. 
ſ ard ro Will, or decrectoWll,which & equivolent, Anitthus it appears i generul, 1hht 
there #s no new immanent 4 & in God required, yea poſſible,1d the Juſtifying of a man, be» 
fades his decyee vo Fuſtifie ns '— | | | (PE 92: 


< nm a — —_— 
Sr : 


_ S. 29, | | 
'R,B, | Confeſs I had farrerarher be'imployed in debating the point of Juſtifi- 
cation, 'then of Gods Fmmanent as, -which you before infilted on. 
But to deal freely with you, 1 never read from a Learned, Otthodox man, a more 
ſuperficial, unprofirable Diſcourſe on that SubjeR, or thar leis expreffeth a com- 
petent underſtanding of the point, if my Judgement fajl not, as probably 
It mayYe | 

I» To what purpoſe you tell us What Arguments you will' not uſe (vig. from 
Rom.8.30.) I know nor, 

2, Though I little know to what good uſe it would be, ro acquaint us What # 
like Fuſtification, - yet, me thinks, were it uſeful, it ſhould have been better pro- 
ved. And firſt me thinks your Memoryfails you (which you had need to*take 
exttaordinary careof :Y The laſt Diſcourſe was much ſpent in ſhewing that 
[there is a great difference between Immanent As and Trankent] and thar 
\{ there is a cleat difference between them #s between heaven and earth : Tranhenc 
'AQts being in the Patient, and Immanent in rhe Agent] So that to equal them 
inErernity -[ is'either tro make the Creature eternal, or to deny God ro be Eter= 
nel.} And now the ſecond-Diſcourſe muſt be to prove them to belike : For the 
Decree which is an Immanent A& hath ſomewhar like: Juſtification, which you 
confels 4 Trarfrent AR. But yet 1 doubr not but your Learning! can make this 
$664: 7 For you that can ptove that Gods Immanent Ads which are his Eſſence, 
d0 differ ho more from poor mans, then as you have exprefled, may well prove, 
that Gods Immanent As are like Tranfiem AQsz3 much more that Heaven 
and Earth are like, And doubtleſs your undertaking is very feaſible : For you 
may well prove, that there is a fimilitude between Gods Immanent a&s, and 8 
one, or # tree, 'or a worw, or any thing im the world : For you will ſay, that 
Gods Imimanent as are God himielf, and thar theſe Creatures are all Good: 
and then all things that are Good, are ſomewhat Likero God : Therefore' every 
thing in the world (having ſeme Good) is ſomewhat Like God : Alſo they have 
a Being, and therefore have ſome likenefle to the firſt Being, But then whar 
hve ogg this i, or in what Degree, you have more Wit then to undertake 
to rell, og 

4: The Reaſon that you give for your not arguing from Rom. 8.30. is becauſe 
[indeed he is ſaid ro have Glorifted them alſo.] Bur how fell it out that you ob- 
ſetved' net , that 'oh the ſame Reaſon , you ſhonld have reje&ed the Argu- 
ment which you here uſe ? Becauſe indeed it [faith as mich { for ought 
Arn, to prove Gods Decree to be like Glorification, as to be like Joltt- 

cation, 2 PASO 

5. Should you nor have told us in whar ſenſe you take Juſtification bis on. 
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. define-it > Who knows whether you mean Juſtification Conſtitutive, or Sen- 


tenziall ? (noc1o (peak; of the many other diſtinQions of Jult;fication.) 


| ,:6, Why would. you tell the world, what all Proteſtants rake Jultfacation ro be ? 


as if you knewthem all ?; | 
7. Atleaſt, how comes it to paſs that ſo Learned a man hath read ſolictle, and 
would bewray it ſo eaſily ? as ro ſay that [ All Proteſtants conſent char Jaltifi= 
cation is the Remiſſion of fin, and Accepring of us as Righteous 2], Would you 
be believed in (uch nocorious untruths which you fear not ro utter even in'a mat- 
rer of fa&, where there is ſo mu viſible evidence againit you ? Hoy many of 
out Englith Divines ( beſides all others) affirm Remiſlion of fin to-ve x fruir or 
conſequent, and no part of Juſtification ? had you read bur Mr. Bradſhaw and 
Mr. Gataker, you would have known ſome. How many on the ocher tide make 
Remiſlion of fn antecedent to Juſtification in order of nature ? and. Juitification 
to bz its immediate conſequent ? How many take Remitlion *t lin to be che whole 
of our Juſtification ? yea whac full Diſputes and Treatiles are written only. or 
principally, or at leaſt very much to proverhis-? and what famous Divines are 
they that maintain it ? How many be there that take Juſtification ro conſilt part= 


ly in Remiſſion of fin, and partly in the imputacion of Chrilts own Righteouſ= 


neſs? and theſe with the former ſay, that Accepting us as Righteous is a conſe=- 
quent of Juſtification : Sin mult firit be remitted, lay the former, and Chiiſts 
Righreouſneſs impuced ours, ſay the later, before God can Accept any man as 
Righteous: Forman muſt firlt bz Righteous, before he can be,accepred: as ſuch. 
Yea Mr. Arthur Dent in his Catechiſm, defines juſtification to be, A cleanſing and 


renewing of our nature by the Spiric of God... | 


« 


The number that are of thele ſeveral opinions are ſogreat, and the men ſo 
eminent, and well known to Divines that have been much verit in this Con- 
troverſie, or are of any conſiderable reading in our Modern. Writers, . that I 
ſhall think ic needleſſe to cite any of them, Hath Mr. K; read none of all theſe ? 
or will he blot out their Names from the number ot. Proteltants? _ ;. LOO 1 

8. Yer more groflely doth he affirm, thac he [knows no man thar will ſay it.is a 
meer tranſient a&t:] I rhink then you have either read little of this Conttoverſie, 
or little remember what you have read : at leaſt, are. an unkic man to cell us what 
All men hold, orall Proteſtants, when you profeſs tro know fo little. You might 
have ſeen this in ſome plain Enzlith books, that are in the hands of the multitude 
of thoſe below you. Mr, Tho. Hooker maintains, ic,, That Juitification is not an 
Immanent but a Tranſienr a&. . Buc what need I name any, when. ic is known to 
to be the common'Julzement of our Divines, andithofe tew that have maintained 
Juſtification co be an Im:mnanenx ak (and conſequently eternal) have been raxen 
for Ecroneous therein, and as milicating (o farre for the Antinomians, See Mr. 


Burgeſs of Jultification, Le#.20.p:167,168,169, 


9. If Juſtification be a Trankienr aR, and yer not a meer Tranſient a&, then 
is ir both an Immanent and a Tranſient 3&- And if ſo, then either it is two a&s, 
or. eile che Immanenr:and Tranſient a& are one. It juitificatian (Aive) 'berwo 
acts,. then ic ſeems ir isdiyifible;z yea and.onc parr of -it is Eternal, and che orher 
in Time only : And then we mult not enquice,- Whar the juſfitying a& is ? bat 
What each gf chele jultifyiag acts are ? Oct this if [knew your minde, ;perhaps I 
might (ay more.. If the Immanear and Tranſient a& be bur one, diverſly confi= 


- dered ( 1. As inthe meer form of an A&, having nor yer effe&ed any thing 5 


2+ And aSthe ſame a& is received into che ſubje& Paſlive, and lo is the Paſſion) 
4 | then 


% 


X 


[81] 


then the ſame a& is no more.immanent,; when-it 3g. once-trankent.z 2nd then.we 
muſt ſay, thar the at of Juſtificarion was erernal; but che;paſlion or effe&.incime 
only. ' Bur this ſenſe ſeems ſo much, to,contradiR, zboth, your, foregoing diſcourſe 
of the difference of Immanent and, ,Tranfient as, ., and, your: _ hint of the 
Mr kin a& which juſtifyerh, rhar I will not imagine it ro; be the (enſe you 
intend, $542k 
10, But your reaſon why no man will ſay it is a meer tranſient aQ, is: very 
dackly ilcovered ; Ir, is betauſe_ [.chere is no trankenr ,a@ of God, which doth 
not ſuppoſe an immanent Med Bur doch is follow!thar therefore, Juſtification is 
naz a meer tranſient aR, becaule ic ſuppoſeth-an immanent aQ? Why did-you nox 
tell us whether it ſuppoſ Ic. as,an antecedent, or as, a part of Juſtification, or. as 
what elſe ? Bur you know thar all that is ſuppoſed is not therefore a part. Or if 
it were never ſo neceſſary a foregoing cauſe, yer it follows not. that the neerer 
cauſe may not be cauſa totalis in ſuogenere, and ſo be denominated. May nor you 
on theſe grounds as.well ſay, that there is nothing in the world is a meer tranſient 
a&, becauſe ic ſuppoſeth an immanent? The building, of a houſe 1 rhiak is a 
tranſient aR 3 and yer ir _ſuppaſerh diyers immanent a&s in the builder, and an 
immanent a& ef God thar fied e. 0 ey Ego i IF . 
11, But what isthis immanent a& ? You adde [For that he a&s nothing up- 

on the creature, bur-whar he firſt purpoſed in himſelf ro a&.] I doubr not buy 
you eaſily ſee, that if this reaſon prove any thing, ir.will as well prove that Cree 
ation, Redemption, San&ification,. Reſurre&ion, Glorification, are,nene of 
them meer tranſient as : For God aGs thets in, Time : and. therefore be firk 
purpoſed ro a&. chem. . Yeair, will do as much to prove that God neyct did, nor 
can perform a meer rtanſient as becaule he; can Yo nothjng'but what he purpo= 
ſeth. What need you then apply this ro Juſtjicario any more then.to any. thing 
elſe? as if Juſtification had any. peculiar participation, in, this'konour, above 
ſome other as ! By your'reaſon, Fe dividing the red ſea, the ſending of Manna 
_ RR writing of the tea Commandments, were none of rhem meer trags, 
KEE S it ia onto Dd icant] ideal To bt no ove. 
- x2, Immanent 'z&s pals net inco-the” extrinlck obje&s [and make no change 
on them, and rhefefore are not. caulall': ang therefore cannot well as. Kaur 
be denominated. trom - their effeRs-: therefore no immanent a& of God can 
be called Juſtificarion, or-part of Juſtification, or a juſtifying a& : For it muſt 
be ſo denominared from the effe& of juſtifying :; Bur it is the tranſient a& only 
rhar effeeth Juſtification (Paſlive.:) therefore. it is che tranſient a, only that is 
by be called Fulldhendog.o fee dr too. 
” 14, T have ofe tins acked he Antidoivians, What texe of Scriprare they capt 
ſhew thar calleth any Tmmanenz Eternal 'a& of God by the name of. BY Tg 
or of part of Juſtification? and 'I could never yer ſee any that they produced ;. 
and I ſuppoſe that you 'are alſo unable to ſhew any ſuch ; or elſe you would.ts 


like, have done it. T | | | 

14. When you ſay, | God decreed to Juſtifie], do not you plainly make [D7- 
creeing] and [Juftitying] rwo things ?. and .denominare only the tranſient, a& 
which is in time'["Jultification'?J'S0, of other jaRs 3 as when we ſay [ God des. 
ereed'to creare'tÞ you donor (ay, His Decreeing was Creating, COT TS y, 
15, Youconcludethat | an Imamantac a muſt be confeſt if there be a Tran- 


fient one.J Anſ. Iris cafily confeſt that an Immanenr a& '(io called, for our 
underſtanding ) there is from Erernity concernloy every thing chat isin Time 
ERS | + Pro» 
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rodnced t bur that Proves net that the por Aofe "Time, is nor meerly 
F eddie Loryttangd gx 8 re ye apr denying” Juſtificarion to be 
Fs mee erabſient'a&J! r6/ifichide- Fome- othet*4R juitifying, -of bs pat of Ji- 
fikcarion; atid* not only" to prove an antccedency 'or *Concomitaricy of fuch 
an ! Tininancit - 4&, BI" your * reaſoning Would be abſtird or' agalift your 


ion and Volition, ſo zruly may we diſtingui rhe Volitions sf God, according 
t0 the divers Fare of 


a; is you can do for the' Decree For the, Decree that you, 
f je& er We : Bur 
k p 1 d. per= 


Decree'ro pubs xttanfien voy 
== 


0; ; &7 CR 
17, You adde [ That this Decree of Gad to, paſs therragkentaR of juſtifying, 

cerns (ods teflon of fins, and acceptance of us as 
Riphteots.] By Which words you ttiay met alniolt Whar yourlilt 3 but how any 
man ſhonld underſtand your meaning that knows not. your minde by ſome better 
difcovery, I do not know. 3,” Whether ds you mean by [a5 ed pe popeerns] 
an'efſenrial conRtitutive coficernment, 4: 4. [as leh a5 condi 


kent a&,7 ſuppoſing this'to be part of our Juſtification, and the rranfient aR pe 
Fe Pane Bs ON I. 
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other part ? Bur 1. your next words beforeand after ſeem to.contradil that, *For 
you ſay-ir-is [a Decree ro juſtifie] which therefore cannor be part'of the thing 
Decreed. - -2. /And what mean you then"to plead thatir is {ſothewhar Like Jufti- 
fication] if ir be a parr,and ſuch a part, Is it worthy a Divine fabbriobſly ro prove 
thar 4 mans ſoul is Like a naw? Or thar- [laying' the Foundation is ſomewhat 
Like to Building ? T he truth is, your terms perſwade me either that you hold that 
Antinomian eternal Juſtification, which you are aſhamed plainly xo reveal, or elle 
that you know not what you hold your ſelf, i E046 Onan 

"x8. Yet do you repeat theſe ambiguous 'words again, as thoſe, it ſeems, whicke 
beſt fir your defign 2 and/you prove ther thus * [If it do nor, then the Remiſlion 
of ſins, and- Accepting of us as Rightebus, are orher immanent 'a&s : 'bur thax 
cannot be :} Here you ſeem: to explain your meaning of-the former words, that 
it is [ a conftiturive concernment 7] 'that you ſpoke of 2 ( but wherher as the 
whole or as a part only I canner tell,) For you ſay, that elſe theſe [are other im- 
manent aQs] vF. {Remiſſion and Acceptance are eirher Gods Decree, or other 
immanenr a@s.} But 1, why then do-you make.ir your defign rv prove Gods im 


manent a& co be ſomewhiar like Juſtification a Remiſfion and a Fo of us at. 


Righteous; are more then like it. Did nor you ſay before. [ Juſtification is, by 
the conſent of all Proteſtants, a Remiſſion of fin and an acceptance of us as Righ= 
regus ? 3, Why did you before lay your proof no,higher then this, [_ that every 
rranſient a& ſuppoſeth an immanent, vx. Gods Decree.J 3. Ir ſeems to me here 
thar you aſſert eternal Juſtification in the definition, while you diſclaim ir as t9 
name- 4. Arleaſt, you ſeem ( if I can underſtand you) co maintain that Ree 
miflionof fin and Acceptation of us as Righteous are from ererniry.. . For you here 
import thartheſe”[are} Gods Derree,” and you elſewhere fay enough for cheetet-= 
niry of the Decrees. But you knew, its like, that this is ſuck groſs. Antinomit» 
niſm, as that it was nor for your credit opealy to own it in the plaincſt terms. 
Yougive me nor ſufficient occafron here ro ſtay Tong in confuration of this Error, 3 
yet briefly this T- ſhall oppoſe. | n.' He thar was not a finnet from eternity, was 
riot 2 pardoned ſinner frometernity * (or, he char had nofin, had none remitced.) 
Bur you'were-not a ſinner from erernijry : Therefore, &%. For che migor - He hat 
wes not from/cternity,” was -not # fiiner- from+ ererniry :\but You were nor from 
eternity : Therefore,&c. If you fay ro the myjoy, thac it is enough to rake us ca- 
pable of Remiſfion, thar we were finners in efſe cognulſÞ : I anſwer, eicher you ſpeak 
de eſſe futuritionis, or te eſſe exiſtentia ut cognity : "If of the former, the aſſertion is 
falſe : for [ Future) is arerm of Diminution, as to anytrue Being, An inno= 
cet man is not's ſubjeR'capableof Remiſſion of fin, © eo nomine, becauſe he will fig 
hereafrer, If of the later, F-ſay, God knows n6 man ro be'a ſinner_quoad exiſten= 
ztiem prafſeutem, that is not” a finner Elſe het ſhould know nicely 2, Where 
there is no obligation to'punifhment there is no remiſſion of fin. But on you os. 
me there was no obligation to puniſhment from erernity.: Therefore,@'c. The 
Major is proved from the definition of Remiflion : which is Adiffolution of 'an 
obligation to puniſhment. Where there's no obligation, there's none to be diſ- 
olved. The minor.is proved thus ; He that is not a finner'is not obliged to pus 
niſhment : Bur you were not a finner fron! eternity :" Therefore, gc. Allo Quy 
non Eſt, nou f obligate ail pengme: At th ab atern.upn fiſt; «Therefore, (6+ 


3. That which is undone in Time was fir done'from'Ereraity, Bur fin is uns 


pardoned in Time, (vi. till webe uniced ro Chriſt by faith, as Scripture abun. 
damtly witneffeth :) Therefore it was not pardoned from Eternity. 
> 
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cepterh no man as Righteous that is not Righteous: (yea that is: not) (for he ac> 
cepterh, men as they are,and not as they are ngt.) Bur no man was Righteous from 
Eternity.: ;T herefore God accepted-none-as Righteous from Eternity, -Bur:enough 
of that, -till you ſpeak more openly. of | | 

19., Your proof. ( that Remiſhton and Acceprance are no other aQs immanent 
bur the Decree) is this :. [ For then either in the Underſtanding or the Will : 
bur neither, &@c.] eAnſ. 1, I ecafily yield that Remiſſion is no other immanent 
at; becauſe it is none at all 2. But your proof ſeems none to me. You lay, 
[Surely God:cannot be ſaid ro.Decree to know anything, or:to Decree to will any 
thing.] Your argument I think lies thus ; [ If God cannax be ſaid to Decree to 
know or will any thing, then he hath no other immanent a& but his Decree : 
But,&'ce T herefore,&c.], But here's no proof of the Conſequence 3 which needs 
proof, God cannot be ſaid to Decree ro know himſelf (according to you 3 for I 
profeſs I am ignorant of, theſe high myſteries:) Doth it follow that therefore he, 
doth nor know himſelf ?. I think not, Nor. doth it follow that the knowledge of 
himſelf is only his Decree, as I hope you will eafily confeſs. Moreover ( accor-- 
Lingo you).. God cannot he (aid to Decree troknow rhings to be Paſt. ;( For you 
{ay he cannot be {aid ra. Decree.to know,) Yet Ithink God doth -know,, as his 


. own Eternity, ſooar Time, and the Futarition, Preſence, and Preterition -of, 


things in our Time : and rherefore it doth not follow that he hath no knowledge 
of things, but his Decree. For. his ' Decree ( as new taken) is de futuris ; bur. 
beſides that God hath 1, a knowledge de Preterith, and 2. de Preſertibus. 
You argue, from the Neceſlity of Gods knowledge,and rhe Arbitrarineſs of his. 
wry ; and many werds you uſe which ſhew that confidence,which I:admire ar 2: 
that you ſhould 'pretend to be ſo far acquainted with the Diyine Nature, :; as nor; 
only to aſcribe ro God the as of man ſo far as.you do, bur to determine which 
aQs are neceſſary, and which arbitrary, and that he cannot Decreeto Know or 
to Will. Iconfeſs I am ready to tremble inſtead of cepiying; to think into whary 
MyſReries you lead me ſo boldly. Bur I reſolve no further to follow: you, then to- 
manifeſt your preſumption, and to ſhew. you that they, are. things. unſcarchable 


- which you yainly pretend ſo well ro know. . Gods Knowledge.is commonly diſtin: 


guiſhed into Smplick Imelligentie, &'. Pura. Viponis « The former. is (aid to be in 
order before the Decree, and the later in order after ir; therefore neither of them 
are taken for the Decree it ſelf : and will you overthrow both by reducing all to 
the Decree ? The knowledge of Viſion is taken not to be neceſſary (amply, bur 


only on ſuppoſition of the Decree, which anteceding in order of ,nature doth cauſe 


the Incelligible obje&s, For, ſay they, ir is by this Decreethat things paſs. from 
the number of Poſlibles, into the number of things Furure : and they cannor be 
knownas future, till rhey are furure 3 and they are made future Ereely.and not Ne-. 
cefſarily : therefore inthe knowledge of Futures there is a freedom radicaliter & 
participative. And ſoit is no ſuch hard or abſurd conceſſion, ro ſay, God might 
not have known what he knows: as long as he might not have made it an intelli- 
gible objeR. | bo 
20, You next proceed to an obje&ion, which you caſt in your own way : and 
though I conceive you would not have made your (elf. any work, but what you. 
were confident you could honourably and eafily diſpatch, yer here I think ir fals 
out otherwiſe. The obje&ion is from our uſe of ſaying [ Now we are juſtified 
in Gods fight.] Here 1, you ſay [ This puts not a new a@ of knowledge in 
God] of which I have ſaid enough before. 3. Youtell us. the. ſenſe of ic; ra 
that. 
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that [It Ggnifies only a Teſtimony given by Ged, whereby he makes us know 
that we are juſtified before nap and you ſay [Sighr in God ſignifies a making 
us to ſee : and we are ſaid to be juſtified in his bt, when he makes it, as it 
were, evident to our fight that weare juſtified.) This interpreration is to me ' 
ſomething ftrange, and nor eafily received, both becauſe of its Errour, and be- 
cauſe you ſay ſo little to cover that Errour, but thruſt ſo groſs a conceit upon us 
upon your own authority. I rather think that the aſcribing of ſuch New a&s ro 
God, is 1, From the Moral AQ of his Law, God being ſaid to do that which 
his Law doth: and ſo he is ſaid ro judge us Righteous, when his Law of grace 
doth ſo judge us: and we are ſaid to be Righteous in eftimatione Divina, when we 
are ſo in ſenſu Legs. 2, From the change of the objeR: For asthe variety of 
obje&s denominateth Gods aQs as divers, ſoon the ſame reaſon the Novity of 
the objeRs muſt denominate them as new, though they be immanent aQs. 3. And 
by an Anthropopathie , Sight is oft puc for Gods Remembrance. or Obſer- 
vation, 

But you thruſt upon'us pure Antinomian fancies, 1, If your conceits be true, 
then none is to be accounted [Juſtified in Gods fight] that do-nor ſee themſelves 
to be juſtified z for'you think [Sight in God, fiznifies a making us ſee.] Then 
wo toall thoſe honeſt ſouls thar ſee not themſelves juſtified, nay rather think them- 
ſelves condemned : Bat yet if I diſcourſe with ſuch, 1 will venture to give them 
better encouragement, for all your dofrine 3 and to tell them | You may be ju+ 
ſKified in Gods fight, when you are condemned in your own.] 2. Shall we per- 
uſe the Scriptures that uſe that phraſe, and ſee whether ajlor any one of them can 
be underſtood as Mr. K. expoundeth them in the Antinomian way of Mdanifeſta- 
?jon. -Plal.143.2. For in thy fight ſhall no man be juſtified. Doth it mean, noman 
ſhall ſee himſelf juſtified ? Jer. 18.23» Forgive not their Fniqutt; neither blot out their 
fin from thy fight. Ts that only meant of hiding the remiſlion from their fight ? or 
letting them know the non-forgiveneſs ? Where the Scripture ſpeaks ſo oft of 
doing that which is goodin the fight of God; or that which % cvilin his fight, Doth: ir 
mean Gods making us to ſee that it is good or evil ? What is {o good in the ſight 
of lingers as that which is evil in/the' fight of God ?. Job 15, 15. The heavens are. 
19telean in bis fight. Job 25.5. The ow are not pure in his fight. Is this fight of 
God a waking the creature fee ? Heb.13.21, Working in you that which % well 
pleafing in bis fight. Ts this making us-ſee ? It were too long to reciteall 5. if the. 
Reader will.peruſe the reſt, 1 Foh 3.22. Ex0d.1 5.26. 2 Sam. 12.9. I Chron, 19.13, 
Pſal.72.14. Hoſ.6.2, Rom. 3.20. Mat.11.26, Luk.10.21, & 15,21, Pſal.19.14. 
& Fl.4. & 9.19, & 5.5 Gen. 18.3. & 19.19, orany other where this phraſe 
is uſed concerning God, I leave it ro his own-judgement whether any one of them 
be taken in Mr.K's ſenſe : Fhat of '2 Chrox.32.31, which he brings, is neither the 
fame phraſe, nor hath the ſame ſenſe, and therefore is nothing to the. matter, 
Yet is not Mr,K's expoſition of that ſatisfaQory neither : 'For he cannot prove 
that it is meant meerly of diſcovering Hcackiah's heart ro himſelf. It-may be as 
much the diſcovery of it by the effeRs to others for their warning, and ſo.ſhew the 
frailty of man : But the plain ſenſe of the text referres that knowledge to God: 
himſelf and not to any man 3 even by ſuch'an Anthropopathie which is ordinary 
in Scriprure, as in Exck.12.3. It may be they will: confder, though they are a rebel» 
tious houſe, as if God had been in an uncertain hope of it. So Luk.20.13, Fer.36.3. 
So where God is ſaid rorepent, If God ſpeak of himſelf ro man;after the manner of. 


. his own infirmity, muſt we therefore ſay,he nn [our knowledge] when he men-. 
L 3 


tioneth his own ? 31, Thar 


| 
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, [86] ; 


a1. That 1 may know whom he ſpeaks toy. he adderh [I am ſure Mr. Baxtey 


 whoquarerhi Suzrer, -Schibler and Keckerman at every bout cannot be ignorant, 
&4.] The marter which he mentienqrh is norhing ro his Cauſe, But ſee whar 


an overcharged ftomack this Learned man hath ? How many caſts hath he had 
already.in yomiting up the choler of his {corn ? And yet i comes up till as freſh 
and as birter as if he felt no levamen by all that evacuation, Truly his oft ſcorn» 
full repeating my quotation of theſe childiſh Authours, cauſed me ar laſt ro turn 
over all my Book to ſee how oft it is that I quote them. And. I can finde Suarex 
bur once named, and no place of bim-cited. Keckermax bur once cited, and thcie - 
twice named 3. aud Schibler thrice. Yet doththis man tell the world I quore them 
at every-turn 3 -{o well may we believe his confident Afﬀlertions about the unſcarch» 
able nature and myſteries of God, who hath the face to ſpeak thus in a vifible mat» 
ter of fa&,where any man that will butrry it may finde him Nay,ſfee the mo- 
deſty of the man! 1 cited two of them once,and the third thrice in a wholeBook:and _ 


-in theſe fave or fix leaves he tels me of it,or ſcorns me for it twelve times ! 


22, Henextaddeth [To Decree to Will, canne be (aid.; for that is as much 
as to Will ro Will, which was never heard of. 3 che obje& of, che Will being. ar 
beſt, bur her imperate at, not her own elicite a&.] Reply, 2. I ſtill abhor your 


' preſumptuous pretence of knowing more of God then you do know, and. ef 9 


meaſuring him by man. 2. Still defsderantur modeftia & veritas, Who wou 
think that a man pretending ſo much ro Learning, ſhould never have met with 
Schoolman,or Philofopher that ſpeaks that which he here (aith{ was never heard of 

or having read:it (yea or not having read it) durſt {o boldly ſpeak thus ? Ar lea 

he might have ſeen it in the mok ordinary and: obvious Writings of our own Dis 
vines. In Amefius his Caſes of Conſc.ls, x.cap.7. theſe are the laſt words : Hine 
vere dicimus & ex omnium gentium conſenſu, Vols Velle- Believe which thou wile, 
Reader 3 bur I am ſure there's a wide difference between theſe two men : when 
one ſaith, Dicimus omnium gentium conſenſa 3 and the orher; ſaith [It was never 
heard of,] Yea Ferrias in Scholaftic.Ortbodox. cap. v9. (a Chapter worch the read= 
ing de pradeterminatione £9 cauſa peccati) affirms it of God himſelf [ Ideo yidetuy 
quod cum Dem permittis lapſum,' non ſe habet mere 'N ggative, ſed cum. aliquo- afu pufi- 
tivo : & ideo non ſolum non vult, ſedetiam valt non Yelle, i.e. Voluntas' refletituy 
ſupra [e non volemtem : Dum ſcilicet non Vult Adamum peccare, ſufpendendo atum Vo- 
litionis mera negatione, ſed etiam Pult (e nou elle: & hac eſt aftualis & poſutiua per- 
maſſio, 1a tamen ut in primo figno fit Negatio purs, &c. Proinde cum Deus Volucs 
ris ab eterno u0n Velle lapſum, habuit aFum reflexivum ſuper negationem, &c, At De= 
termingutt fore imquies. Minime: abfit hoc.] | This is approyed- by Churches, of 
France, | And yer this Learned man,daretell the world in print, that it was never 
heard of : which that he mighc have tafely dane, he had need of mere ears then 
two. And it (cems this Learned man hath read little of the contentions of the 
Jeluites and Dominicans about the nature of free-will, where he mizht have ſeen 
many of them touch this Queſtion, as Petavims doth againſt Vinceutius Lenis, ali= 
as, Fromondus, and others frequently, Nay ic ſeems he is a [iranger co the 
Schoolmen too : Perhaps in ſtead of reading them, he comremas them as be doth 
Schibler, Suarex and Keckerman, Scotms in 4. ſens, d:f49. q.3. fol. (mibj) 266- 
B, ſairh, Finis extra eſt frrapliciter optimum v ſumme volendum.: Ergo. inter 64 que 
ſunt ad finem quod eſt fibi immediatius eſt magis wolendum : ſed Yelle off fibi immediatius, 
quia immediate tendit inipſum ut in finen ultimum, "cum finis ultimus ut hujuſmodi fot 
proprium objeum ipſeus Velle. Þ robo majorem i Illud oft magis Volendum ay 


wm. 


Ubeys quod appetitni natuyalinaturativer eff maghe appetendum : hujufmodi oft quot pro- 
rex op Anne upd ſnpliciter maxime appetitur naturalitty / f yds of Hd Fa 
ee ' Valle ſtim affum, ficut Tarelleftus Trtelligit ſun aFum : air trgo Walt full | 
WV, : 5 propter Tmelligere, aus d converſe, aut neutrum propter alterim : & loqutr de Velte 
orinats. | no aefbrs cate t 
ies, £ DN Anh, in ſent.1.2. diſt.25 .dub.2, [Omine quod Yult, appetit ad fa 
3þPus imperium : quia fic Pult aliquid ut Velit ſe Velle illud : Et ideo in atn Volendi 
fUpſam mover, & fibi dominatur , & pro tam dicitur liberum (arbitriutn) quanivks 
inmitdbiliter ordinetur ad ilud,) And Gibieuf ſhews, that God hath cAﬀum vo- 
Luntat3s poptivutn titca ſuam permiſſionem l1.2, de Libert.cap-24. cad. 23, 8.7.8, &. 


And why not as well then abour his a&, ' And Gods Will is bis Efſence.; Therg- 
fore he willeth it, For that Dexs valr ſcipſum hath hitherto been unqueſtioned ,for 
ought I know ((o farre as he may be ſaid at all to Will.) Aquinds 2+2.4.25.4, 2. 
e. faith, «Qnia exim PVoluntatis vr ery eff Bom Vniverſale, quicquid (ub ratione 
boni continctur, poteſt cadere ſub aitu Voluntarls, Et quia ipſum Velle eſt quoddam Bo- 
wut, poteſt Velle ſe Velle, ficut & Imelleftas cujus objeFum eft Yerum, Tmelligit (e 
Tutelligere, quia hoc etiam eſt quoddam Verum.7] Vid & 1.9.87.3.2m, If I thought 
it neceſſary, it wete cafic to heap up many mote that are of the ſame minde. But 
I ſhall only in brotherly any admoniſh Mr.K. to make more Conſcience hetcaf- 
ter of talſe ſpeaking: and ſeeing he hath read ſo very little, or loſt it again, ra- 
ther humbly to acknowledge his ImperfeQion. (as we that are guilty of the like 
muſt alſo.do) then to make a confident vain-glorious oſtentatioa of that which it 
ſeems by this, and many the like paſſages, he hath'nosg, Iggt- 

' Let us adde ſotne Reaſons, thar the Elicite aQts may be the obje&s of other E> 
licite a@s of the Will, and not the Imperate only, as Mr. K.caith. g 
' 't, As Scotasargueth before from the proportion with the Intelle&. A man 
may en that he doth underſtand, by a refle& a& : Therefore he may Will 
that he Will . _ | Se IS __ : 
2, That Which is an apprehended Good may beWilted ; Bar an Elicite A&-of 
the, Will may be an apprehended Good; Therefore, cs, | © © bby gh 
"3. A man thay Will bis everlaſting Happineſs: (For if the Bnd may nor be 
wiilka » Whar may ?) But his everlaiting Happineſs conſifteth partly in the Eli-- 
cite As of his own Will, everlaſtingly to be exerciſed on God : [God being 
ObjeQively our Happineſs) Therefore, gc, Felle, Amare, Frui, are *a@s thac 
muſk be perpecuated, and either may be Willed, or no man may will bis own 
bappinels, Dd ee Se En do TY, CE AO Ee he 
Pt Whatſoever is ahprehendey ro beakit means to this. End or Happinefs, . may 
be Willed : But the Elicit a&s of the Will may be apprehended a fic means hereto: 
Therefore, &'.. They are commanded, -and they are.niade Conditians of Happi= 


- 


nels: and therefeteafe a'means, 
\- 5- The EffeQs of Gods ſpecial ſaving Grace on the foul may be Willed.: But- 
the Elicite AQs of the ſanRified Will, are the Effe&s (and principal effcQs). of 
Gods Ipecial [aving Grace on the ſoul : Therefore, gt. © BR TE 
. 6, That which a Chriſtian may pray for,char he may and muſt Will : Bus he: 
079y pray for the Elicite A&s of a ſanRificd Will: Therefore, @c. . As, he. DAY 
pray, Lord, I Believe, help my Unbelief: 'So-he may pray ' [Lord I'am:W - 
ing, make me tore Willing, and hereafter Willing, &c, RT ER TE 
7. Experience is in ſtead of a thouſaud arguments, | T feel that my Willingnels. 
4 the objeQ of my unwillingneſs 3 and that in theſe ſeyeral wayes. 2+ I feel that: 
| w—_ aA 2 Lo 
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upon the review of my paſt Willingneſs, and the fight of my prefent Willingneſs 
& any Good) my Will hath a Compſacency in it, which.is a true elle, yea the 
firſt and principal Elicite A of the Will. 2. 1 finde char by a leſs perfe& and 
intenſe AR, I do Will a, more perfe& AQ. I am ſomewhat Willing, but I 
would fain be more Willing. Nay to procure the Amendment of my own. heart 
by this increaſe of my Willingneſs (which is indeed che Increaſe of moſt of my 
Graces) is the main buſineſs of my life, committed tro me by Gad, and co be in- 
rended by my ſelf, And if. Iſhould caft off this great buſineſs, and neither de- 
fire more Willingneſs or Grace, nor pray for more, nor labour for more, 'becauſe 
Mr. K. out of his (ubcilty tels me, that rhe Elicice AG is nor the Wils obje&, I 
ſhould be befool'd out of my Chriſtianity and Salvarion by. a trivial trick of yain 
Philoſophy. 3. I finde that by 8 preſent A of Will, T do Will a future A&. 
1do Wil now that I may alſo Will to morrow, and to my lives end, and for ever 
in glory, and that better then now I do. 4. I feel that I do Will a more ſincere 
Willingneſs. I do Will Salvation with too. much reſpeQ ro my ſelf in it, and roo 
little to Gods honour, Now I would fain Will this more. for God then 1 d@» 
$. I would fain Nill many things which through my corruption I now Will. 6. I 
would fain oft ſuſpend a vicious a&@ of my Will, atleaſt, In all theſe reſpe&s, the 
Elicite AR of my Will is the obje& of my Will. 

But Mr.K. will be Learned in deſpight of Natural and Gracious Experience 
(for I hope, for all his Learning, that he Would Love Ged more, as Love is 
taken for an a& of the Rational part, and that he Wils a greater and a perlevering 
yea a perpetual Willingneſs of God and obedience 3 and a fruition of God, and 
frui is an a& of rhe Will :) He will therefore prove whar he once ſaith, and that's 
thus, [For what need of Willing to Will a thing, when one Willing is enough ? 
And he that Wils to Will, Wils no more then he doth already, which is to Will: 
one of theſe a&ts muſt needs be ſuperfluous, &c.)J To which I Reply; You may 
ſee inthe ſeveral Inſtances which I gave before, that it is needfull, and that ir is 
not ſuperfluous,as you ſay,and that ir is more then he did before 3 A more perfe& 
aQ, a future a&, a perpetuated a&, are more then he did before, Yea its a 
doubt, Whether a very gracelefſe man may nor Yelle intendere Deum, vel frui Deo 
yea ftrialy Will ro Will God as his happineſs, or to Will Holineſs before Volu- 


Ptuouſneſs, who yer doth it nor already. And me thinks ſo acute a man might * 


ſee thatthisis not the ſame a& which he performech already, for it hath not the 
ſame objet. The man is Willing to be ſaved from Hell, but Unwilling to be 
Holy': He is convinced that he ſhall not be ſaved, unlefle he Yecoms 
Willing to be Holy : Therefore he wiſheth he were Willing ro be, Holy : 
Tf this were but with a Velleity, ir is yet an Elicite A& of the Will , bur 
ic may be called a'Volition, though uneffeRua], becauſe thete 'is a ſtronger con= 
trary Will : Sothat ir is Folitio gquoad aftum «Abſolutum , but quoad aftum (bm- 
paratum, he is unwilling. The Obje& of thar Will which he hath, is his 
Felle (anftitatem : the Obje& of that Will which he would have, is Holi- 
neſs it ſelf. If that Yelle & ſanfitas be nor all one, then theſe two ARs be 
nor all one. | 1, "Ye 
But Mr.K.confeſſeth at laſt chat a man may be ſaid co Will ro be more Willing, 
bur he ſaith [rhis is racher ro Will a freedom from a diſturbance. of rhe ſenſitive 
appetite, rhen to Will the exerciſe of rhe rational\'Will.] But why is' it thar this 
man would nor be diſturbed by the ſenſitive apperire ? Is it not becauſe he would 
Will freely > Dorh not hethat Willech the means, much more Will che End ? 
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And is not the Removal of the Impediment, a Means to your freer and more In- 
tenſe Willing ? And do not you your (elf Will the increaſe of your Willingneſs 
"upon the quieting of that Apperire ? Beſides, I hope you do not think that the di- 
ſturbanceof rhe ſenfitive Appetite, is the onely Cauſe of- our ImperfeRion in 
aQual Willing : Or that our awa Habicual Corruption and diſtemper of the Will 
ir ſelf, is not. a greater Caule. | : 

After ail chis you conclude,rhat[ it appears there is no new Immanent a& in God 
required yea poſlible to the juſtifying of a man, beſides his Decree ro jultife.J 
To which I (ay, Though ir little appear ro me from any of your arguing, yer [ 
eaſily yield ro che Negative part of your Cencluſfion 3 and-i ſay, that the De- 
cree it ſelf is no part of Juſtification, bur an Antecedent. 

Again, Ler ic be obſerved, thar all this arguing will as much prove that Gods 
Immanent aG is like to Creation, SanEification, Glocification, Damnation, or 
any thing that ever God did, as to Jultificarion : For of all his Works it is as 
true, that he doth nothing bur whar he decreed todo. And ſo it may as well be 
ſaid that our Glorification is an Immanent a@ from Erernity, as our Juſti- 


fication. 
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Mr.K. Ore particularly, it will be as Evident that his Decreeing to Remit our 

fins, carries a Remiſſion of them tantamount : For who ſhall charge them 
on 1, where God decreeth to remit them? The Gonſcieuce I confeſs may 3 ſo may the 
Devil joyning with our conſcience ; but all this while their charge is of no great danger 0 
ws, when God hath decrecd to remit them 10 us : and though they may trouble us they can- 
not damn us, for that their charge i to be brought.in Gods 'N.ams, as for fins comminted 
azainſt his (frown and Dignity : Now where be hath decreed to remit thoſe fins, there is 
no danger of (uffering for them, let whaz ever accuſers manage the Evidence ag inſt ws, 
all that they can do is but this, to bring us to cry Guilty, and thereupon to- appeal to God 
for Mercy 3 who upon our appeal to him for Mercy, he is graciouſly pleaſed to pronounce 
pardon tous. Godbimſelf I acknowledge alſo my charge th:m on ua 3 and proceed in 
ſeverity againſt us for « while 3 but this charge is not any way obſtruftve to his Decree ts 
remit fin, bus rather ſubſervient ts it, aud to briug us to ſee an1 confeſs our ſins, aul caſt 
6ur ſelves wholly on his Mercy in Chriſt, ia which r-ſþc# I might b:uzer ſay, that Gol 
doth ſhew love even in punuſhing unregenecrate men that are Ele, thenyou did erewhules, 
that he may be («id to hare Godly men, when he puniſheth or rather correFeth them : | 
Puniſhment ayming chiefly at the ſatis fa ion of F4ftice, CorreFion 4t the amen1ment of 
the offender. Sothen his Decree of R:mitting carries init 4s much 45 ks required for 
any immanent >AF in hin to-our Rem:ſſion, ant ſo much as neceſſarily procures the tran- 
feext A in the time that he hath appointed for it. His Decroes are lige Mount Zion, and 
ſtand faſt fgy ever; The Countel of rhe Lord Rainlerh for ever, ne th 2U2Zhcs of his 
heart to all generations, Pſ@.33.11. 
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R.B:YJ Qar [:antomoun:] is'a word mil for your uſe 3 Cauſes thit dave not 
t ſee rae lizhr, uſe ro go covered with fuch-rerms as will [trerch. Bar if 
you mean plainly; that the D :creedoch amounc ro 2453 much as a remillt 3n of fin,] 
rhen [ muſt aceds (ay, that your DoRcine is rantamoaunt Aminonizail n Le: 
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the conſcientious Reader chat loves Godstruchand his own Peaee,confider by theſe > 


few particulars following, what a Theology,nay what a Chriſtianity this Learned 
man would introduce. * /  LELSERK 217 ied 1 pf a; 

1. Dochnor'thisiead men to flight Chrift and:his ſufferings , and to look on 
his Dearth as that which did them no great. good'?. For when al{ our fins were ran=- 
ramount forgiven from Eternity,there was lirtle left for Chriſt co do by his Dearth, 


- Mgyric, Imterceſffion, &'c. as to our\Remiſhon. 


2. How (mall a matter is left for the Regenerate to receive upon their Repent- 
ing and Believing in Chriſt, as to Remiflicn of fins, when they are tantamount 
4I muſt uſe Mr. K's School-rerm) remitted already-? Is rhis che Repenting and 
Believing for Remiſſion of fin which Scripturementioneth ? | 

3, How ſmall a marrer is left for Bapciſm to ſeal and exhibir, as to- Remiſfion, 
whenall fin wastantamount Remitrted from Eternity ? | "t 

4. Where is the Excellency and Glory of the Goſpel, either as ro the Narra- 
tive, Preceptive, or Promiflory part ?' For the Narrative, it makes a large De- 
claration how Chriſt was Promiſed, Incarnate, Born, how he Obeyed, Suffer- 
ed, Satisfied, Merited, Roſe, Intercederh to procure a Remiſſion which was 


tantamount done already even from Eternity. For the Preceptive, it preſcti- 


beth man a way to obtain Remiſſion by coming to Chriſt, and to maintain rthac 
Remiſhon by abiding in Chriſt, when our fans were tantamount remitted from 
Eternity, The Promiſe {eemeth to bold forch an excellent benefit, and all men 
are invited to Receive it-3 and when all's done, .it oftereth and promilſeth to do 
that which is done tamtamount already from Erernicy. If you (ay, chat yer Chrift 
and the Goſpel have their Excellency as they relpeR other benefirs, wit. our San» 
Rificatiu and Glorifcation:I anſwer according to Mr.K s grounds;it mult be (aid 
that -cheſe alſo were done tantamount from Eternity, in that they were Decreed. 

5- How ſmall a matter have Chriſtians dsily ta pray for, in that Petition 
[ Forgive a6 0ur treſpaſſes} when they were tantamount forgiven from Eternity ® 
And what a ſpur is this 10 prayer ? 7's 

6, How ſmall a mattcr hayethey to Give Thanks for , as received through 
Chriſt from the promiſe, upon prayer, 0c» 

7. How mall 3 matrer 2s'to Remifſion of fan, do we receive inthe Lords Sup= 
Per, when it was done tantamount before ? | 

8. How great a help doth this DoQrine give to Obedience, when men are told 
that all their fins are tantamount forgiven from Ecernity ? 

9. How ſmall a Difference between the Rate of the Regenerare and vunre- 
generate, ſuppoling_them Ele& ? The fins of one are forgiven, and the other 
tantamount, - | WO | 

10. How unſoundly do we perſwade wicked men of their miſery, and tell chem 
that God hateth all che workers of iniquity , and thar they are by narure children 


of wrath, gg'c. when for ought we know all their fans were rancamount, forgiven: 


from Eternity ? And how hard to convince them of any ſuch miſery, when they 
have this Reply ? Lay all this together, and fee how much of our Religion and 

Chriſtianity is left ! | 
Bur he proves all this by a Queſtion {Who ſhall charge them on us where God 
&ecreeth to remit them ?] I Reply, The lame perſons, and as many as might 
have cbarg'd them an vs, if God had nor decreed it, His Decree takes off no 
charge, nor diſables any from charging us. It were not an Immanent AQ, if it 
did ponere aliguid in objeffy, 1. We are a8 much ynder he Charge, Curſe, or 
| Condemnation 
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Condemnation of the Law, till we believe, as if no fach Decree had paſſed. 
2. Whar the Law doth, God doth by it 3 for it is his Inſtrument. 3. Saran 
may charge us. 4- And ſomay conſcience. 5, And men. But you confeſs your 
ſelf rhar Conſcience, Saran, and God may charge ns : But you ſay [there 1s no 
danger] Reply. !. Whar if you were to lie all your life in torment with the 
Kone or gout, and yer were ſure that you ſhould die never the ſooner , and fo 
there were no danger ? Would youthink your ſelf rantamount a found man Is 
' ir ſo (mall a marrer in your eyes for anele& mag tro lic under che guilt of fin, and 
as an enemy to God till near his death, ſo be ir he be not in danger of damnatis 
on? 2. If youmeanthar their damnation is nox futurg, | confeſs ir : And fo 
jr would be if God ſhould but fore-know ir, and nor decree ir (ſuppoſing ir 
might be the objeR of ſuch a fore-knowledge.) 3. Bur yerl think it is nor fit 
language to lay [there is no danger of ſuffering for fins that God hath decreed rs 
remir.] I ſee ſtil whither Antinomianiſm tends. 1, If Chriſt did die to de- 
liver us from [danger of ſuffering, then we were in danger of ſuffering : Bur 
Chriſt did die rodeliver ns from ir; Therefore, &c. Would you make us be* 
lieve that Chriſt ſaved us trom no danger by his dearh? a. The aRual Con- 
yerſion and Juſtification of the Ele, is a ſaving them from danger : Therefore 


they were in danger. 3. If the Ele& unconverted are in no danger, then you 


mult preach no danger to rhem, nor per{[wade them ro avoid any, nor to repent 


the incurring of any: or if, becauſe you know not the Ele&, you (peak ro all of 
danger, you muſt tell rhem that you mean ir nor of-the Ele& ; Bur what ſucceſs 
ſuch preaching would have, is caſte roconjeEure. 4, Where men are bound to 
Fear and Apprehend danger, there is danger : Bur God binderth the Ele& (ev®n 
after Converſion, much more before) to Fear and Appreaend danger': There- 
fore, @'c There can be no Fear, where there is no Apprehenfion of danger 5 
no more then there can be Love without the Apptehenhon of Good to be beloved. 
Chriſt bids his Diſciples, Fear him that is able to deſtroy both boy and ſoul in he!l 
fire: And ſo Heb.4. 1. Fear leſt 2 promiſe being left of cntrin; imo bis reft, any of 
you ſhould come. ſhort of it, God bids us fear : Mr.K, tantamount bids us, Fear nor, 
by telling us there is no danger- 5. Where men are bound to labour, run, ſtrive, 
and uſe much means to eſcape danger, there is danger : But ſo God hath bound 
the Ble& : Therefore, &@sc. How many Texts mizhe be cired thay binde us to 
ſave our ſelves, and ſeek our deliverance, and thar ſpeak of our eſcaping, our de- 


liverance and ſalystion, which all imply a danger from which we eſcape, are ſa- 


ved and delivered * 6, Matih.5 21,22, He that calleth his brother Fool, is in dan- 
ger of hell fire: But an Eie& man hath called his brocher fool : Therefore, gc. 


7. Nay if this be true, then God never ſaved his royie frem any Danger. For 
he that never was in danger cannot be ſaved out o 


ic. Andhe that was from E- 
ternity Decreed to be pardoned, according to your Do@&rine, was never in dan- 


er. 8, Andthen we ought ro give no thanks ro God the Father, or to Chriſt 


the Redeemer, or to the holy Ghoſt the SanRiker, nac ro any Preacher er other 


Inſtrument, for ſaving us from any danger of puniſhment. [I think theſe are not 
marrers to be madelighr of : nor that Do& 


trine of Liberciniſm to þs cherithed, 
which plainlyleadeth to ſuch unhappy fruits. | | 


Bur ler us peruſe your Reaſons: You ſay -[the charge is to be brought in Gods 
name.) Reply. So it may be revertheleſs for the Decree 3 for that takes off none 


of the charge. You adde [All they can do is but this, to bring us to cry Guilty, 
and thereupon appeal ro God for Mercy, Ee] Reply.” 4.-Muft they cry Guil- 
| 2 n 
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ty, and look for Mercy and Remiſlion, that were tantamount forgiven -from E- 
rernity* 2, Either you ſpeak of an unconyerted ele& perſon in this lite 3 or 
_ elle as ſuppoling he wereat Judgement in that eſtate. If the later be your a 

then theic Accuſation might and would do more then you ſpeak of, and would 
tend ro condemnation (if fuch a cale might be ſuppoſed.). If the former be your 
meaning, then theſe EleR perſons do [ Cry Guilty, and appeal ro Mercy] with 
true Faith, or without it. If with Faith, then their fins are remitted further 
then by Decree, and theſe are not the perions now in Queſtion. If wichout fairh 
then they are nor Forziven forall this: As long as the Ele& remain unregenerate, 
though that Law, and Satan, and Conſcience accuſe them, yer they do nor Belie- 
vingly ſeek mercy ; and ifthey were in that ſtate at Judgement, it were $00 late to 
ſeek Mercy. | 

Next you [acknowledge that God himſelf alſo may charge fin on us, and pro- 
ceed in ſeverity again& us for a while 3 bur this charge is not any way obltcucive 
to his Decree ro Remir lan,egc.] Reply. God may bo ſaid rocharge anne on the 
Ele@. before faith. 2, By obliging them by kis Law to puniſhment. 2. By in- 
dicting (ome (mall part of the puniſhment on them. You ſeem to me to rake 
notice notice only of the later. Bur every Chriſtian muſt acknowleage that for 
all Gods Decree, we arc all Obligati ad penam ſempitcrnam, till we are united to 
Chriſt by faich. To ſay this is not obtruſive to Gods Decree, is nothing to 
the queſtion. The worlds being uncreated from Eternity, did nor obltru&t Gods 
Decree of making it, and the Ele&'s being unſanRified or unglorified doth nor 
obſtru Gods Decree of SanCitying and Glorifying them : and yer this proves 
not perſecuting Saul was tantamount (anQifed and Glorified. And what it God 
make the knowledge of our Damnable tate, or our n81-remiſlion,a means to Re- 
miſſion ? Thar doth not prove that we are before remitted in whole or in part, or 
rantamount. | | 

Whether you ſpeak to Mr. Goodwin or me, about the phraſe of [ hating 
the Godly] I know nat : but if to me , I do not believe that ever I ſo 
ſpoke, | 
F Your diſtin@ion of Puniſhment from chaſtiſement, is perverſe : (o learned a 
man ſhould know, that Puniſhment is ihe Genus and Chaſtilement is a Pecies 
of it, All Puniſhment is for the Demonſtration of Jultice 3 bur nor all for 
the (atisfaRion of Juſtice, CorreRion is as well for a Demonſtration of Ju- 
ſtice, as for Amending the Oftendor : Elſe ir were meer AﬀliQion, and no 
CorreQion.. t | 

Your Concluſion next laid down, much differs from the divers. formerly laid 

_ down, and which you ſhould have proved 3 and yer I have ſhewed, for patt of 
this, how ill you have proved.it ; though, for my part, I know no Cavule thar 
T am engaged in that will be any whit prejudiced by yielding you all; as I eaſily 
yield you, that the Tranſkemt A will certainly follow. 
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S. 31. 
Mr.K. NE his Decree to »Acccpt ws, carricth 4s much too ; andihere needs nothing 
| but a T ranfient A to prove his Acceptance, and evidence it 10 us ; for to 
decree 10 look upon us as righteous, is not 10 look upon us as righteous in 0ur ſelves, but: his 
fon ; and tothis looking on us, there necds no new immanent A, beyond his elefing us 
3 ſaith jn his $0s, aud perſeverance an that faith « Thus he may be ſaid 19 give wa to "o ya 
: | | | cJ0rg 
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before, and ſo then there is no new immanent aff, Gods Remitting our fits, and ac- 
ceptng us 45 Righteous, though they ſound like Immanet a(ts, are to be ſenſed as Tranſient, 
ard bow ſhall be ſhewed next: 4n the-interim this which hath been ſaid is ſufficient t0 ſhew, 
T hat in the /. ecrce of God to juſtifie us, thcre is ſomewhat that looks like Fuſtification ; 
ad no other immaneut aft in God is required 10 our Fuſtification ; beſides his Decrce from 
Eternity 80 juſtific us im11me. | | 
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S. 31, 
R.B.Y Shall never think the highelt prerenders to exa& explications to be the 
beſt performers, for your ſake, You treat of Acceptance 3 but who can 
finde by all that you ſay, what you mean by [ Acceptance,} You ſay, [Though 
i ſound like an Immanent 2G ir is to befenſed as Trranfient,] bur what that 
Tranhent at is, for all your premiſes, I can hardly finde you diſcovering. Surely 
[tro Accept} in our ordinary {peech tignificth an Immanent a& of rhe Will 3 bur 
ſo you take it not 3 elſe muit you yield that Immanert a&s may be Decreed. Be- 
ſides this, it may Ggnifie the Mora! aGtion- of the Law of Grace, which victually 
judgerhthe perſon Rizghceous, and its ation is Geds ation. Bur this you can 
leſs digeſt : and theretore what your | Acceptance] means, let him tell that knows. 
All that I can finde js, either thar ir is [the Giving of faich] or {ihe Maxing us 

know our Acceptance] of which mere anon. - 

You ſay [ T here needs nothing but a Tranhent aQ to prove his Acceptance, and 
evidence it tous.] Rep, Here is then but two Afts needfui] : the one is | Decree- 
ing to Accept us as Righteous: This is not Accepring, as the word and your 
own confeſtion witneſs; The other is [a Tranſient a& to prove and evidence his 
Acceptance.] This cannor be acceptance neither ; For what man will ſay, that 
the evidence and proof is formally the ſame with the thing proved and evidenced ? 
Is it all one {to Accept] and [to evidence and prove Acceptance ?] What a. maze 
do you run your ſelt into under prerence of diſcovering the truth 2 You have fairly 
diſputed { Acceptance] into Nothing. | 

You adde [ For to Decree to look upon us as Righteous, is notto look upon us 
as Righteous in our ſelves but in his Son. ] Rep. To Decreeto look, is not to 
Look : elſe you may ſay, it is a Decree to Decree. Your phraſes of [in owt ſelves] 
and [in his Son] may be ſo interpreted as to make your ſenle true 3 bur if you 
mean thac it is Chriſt only and not we, who is the ſubjeR of that relative Righ- 
teonſneſs, which formally makes us Juſt, then it is faile. 

You lay [And to this looking on us, there neecs. no new Immanent 2 beſides 
eleRing to. Faith and Perifverance.] Rep, I pray you then tell us what you mean 
by [Looking on us :] an Immanent aG it is nor, you think: And is Gods 
[Looking on us as Juſt] atranſient at? Whar a then is it ? Did you ſay, That 
God is ſaid to Look on us as Juſt, when his Law cail us Juit, 1 ſhouid not diſ- 
agree with ycu : but you diſclaim that. But I forgot that ycudid expound your 
meaning before upon [ Gods ſeeing :] as Gods lecing is a making us to ſee, fo 
its like ycu mean [Gods Decrce to look on us as Juſt] is a Decree to make us 
Look on cur ſelves as Jult : and ſo the perſon is changed. But it this be yeur 
meaning, 1 had as lieve you (aid nothing, | 

But 1 will tell you again, that it you wil] take [an Immanent a] formalitcy for 
Gods efſence, ſo there is none new, nor is there ariy more then one;3 Knowing, 
Willing and Nilling, Love and Hatred are all one, Bur it you will condeſcend 
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co us of the ſimpler ſort, and ſpeak of Immanent as as applied'to God after the 
manner of men, and as his a&s ace formaliter, or modaliter, or relative, . or denomi- 
naty#, or however elſe (ina way unknown to us) diſtin from his eflence, ſoas 
they may be diverſified among themſelves without dilparazement to Gods fim- 
plicity, they may alſo begin and end wichaur diſparagement to his Immucability, 
for any thing thac you have yer (aid tothe contrary. And ſo as they are diverfi- 
fied or ſaid ro begin denominativ? ex connotatione objefti, chey may as well be (aid ro 
be the obje&s of Gods eternal Decree. And thus I conceive, Decree reſpeRing 
the future, and [Accepting and Approving] being a&s that connore a preſent 
objeR, and ſo may not be (aid [to be ſuch a&ts] rill che obje@R exiſt, cherefore 
God may well be laid ro Decree ro Accept us, and Approve us, and Love us, and 
Delight io us,@&'c. though all be Immanent as. And {o my concluſion ſhall be 
contrary tg yours, that you have not proved that chere 1s no other Immanent a& 
in God required to our Juſtification, befides his Decree 3 and if you had, yer 
you had done little eo the bufineſs : And that you have no more proved [ thar in 
the Decree is ſomerhing thar looks like Juſtification] then that itlooks like Crea- 
eion, Salvation, Damnacion 3 And had you proved ir never (o Rrongly, I know 
nor to whar purpoſe it is. Ir is ſomewhar like God that is called his Image 
in his Saints: and yer he that cals the Saints, God, may blaſpheme for all 
that. 


PECIEIS 
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9. Z2o 
Mc. K; 3. Ha this Immaneut aft cannot be called Fuſtification, appears hence, that 
x0 Immanent a makes a real change in the ſubje#, as Fuſtification doth : 


 ThataWril to juſtific us, is as Mr. Baxter rightly ſaith, terminus diminuens, aud 


cannst be the aft whereby we are juſtified, That Fuſt ification is 01 4'l. hands confeſſed to be 
pronouncing or declaring of m Rightcous, which cannot be done by an Immanent a alone ; 
What then i the Traufient af ? Before I can ſpeak punFualy to this, it is fit to ſet down 
bat Remiſſion of fins, and eſtating ws in the condition and priviſedges of Righteous, are 
ebe two main parts diſtinguiſhed ratione ratiocinata at leaft, all grant, 1 muſt needs 
fay, I think Really. Remiſſion of fens being the firſt, and which of courſe draws the other 
after it, enquire we 1, Whether there be 4 Tranſeeut a of God whereby be remits our 
our fins ? 2. Whatthis 6? 
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S 32. 

R.B.f Amloath to ſpeak againlt you where you are pleaſed to plead my caule 3 

yer [ mult give you theſe brief Animadverſions. 1. Thac Juſtification 
makes on the {ubjc& a real change, as oppoſed ro Feizned, Nominai, Potential, 
ec. L yield : bur nor as oppoſite to Relative : Wheretore our -Divines ordinarily 
call SanRitication a Real change, as oppolice ro rhe Relative change of Juſtifica= 
tion, 3. Ir is bur one ſort ef Juſtification which is [on all hands confefled to be 
a pronouncing or declaring us Righteous :] your (elf do afcerwards (peak of Julti- 
fication ina ſenſe that will nx; agree with this. Whodoth nor. yield chat Contti- 
turive Juſtification goes before Sentential > Doth no: God make us Jult before he 
judge and pronounce us ſo? Yer in this confufian do you go on fill ; and ſuch 
a ſtirre do you make with [ ſmmanent and Tranfient] as if you would wear 
thele words thredbare, or never have. done with chem ? So Immanenr are 


thele 


a 
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theſe Notions in your Phantafie , that when they will be | Tranſiem 1 cans 
Ort rell. | WE” 

7 So often do you promiſe us over and over to enquire what is the Tranſient a@ 
in Juſtification, and talx of {ſpeaking punRually to it} rhat you raiſed my ex= 
peQarion to ſuch a height, that looked for much more then ordinary + But when 
T had read totheend, and could ſcarce perceive certainly, whether eyer you ſpake 
to the Point at all, or ar leaſt in fo few ſyllables and fo ebſcurely, that T am un- 
certain whether T underſtand what you mean, I confeſs you left me between ad- 
miration and indignatien ! that after all your prologues and premiſes, and our 
greateſt hopes, you ſhould drop aſleep when you ſhould cometo the work, or ctaſe 
before you remembred the performance,made me reſolve to fer lighter by ſuch pro- 
miſes hereafter, 


—_—__ 
— par———_—_ 


S. 33- 

Mr.K. TO prove that there is a Tranfient af ,they tell us no more ( ſaith Mr.Baxter) 

| but this,that it doth eranfire in ſubje&tum extraneum, by making 4 moe 
yall change on our Relations, though nt 4 real npou onv perſous.] I confeſs every trans 
fitio, to uſe that word, in ſubjetum extraneum making a Morall change, 3s not ne- 
cefarily a Tranſient af : For if it beonly as upon an Objcf, whereto is given but an 
extrinſecall denomination, n0t as upon the ſubjeft of a Reall chavge, made by the aF, the 
af hath no title to Tranſient : for knowledge doth this much ; but whercever is a Moral 
6r 4 Legal change made, there i of neceſſity a Tranſicm af : for that the Laws of men 
34he no notice of Immanent afts ; and the Law of God takes no notice of any change made 
mn the objef of bars Immanem afts : A man by luſting after a woman commits Adultery 
puniſhable by the Law of God z the woman is nothivg the more defiled : $0 a man that 
 covets bis neighbours goods, % lookt on by God 45 a thief; the goods notwithftanding 
remain in the ſame place, and poſſeſſion of the Owner, nor doth God cha%enge them 
45 Felons goods ; no change made on ahem ; Wherever then there is a Morall, i. e, a 
Legall change, there is a Traxfieut a, and this being in Fuſtification a Yranfient aff 
i neceſſarily required t0 1his change. Now I yield Mr. Baxter that [no Tranfient aff #s 
ammediatly rermined in a Relation, and the immcdiate effe of Gods Fuſtification or Re- 
miſſion of fins, muſt be ſomewhat Really wrought, ezthcy uponthe finncr, or ſomewhat eſe 
fer him. | | 
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$ 33. 
R. B. [ Will not land to y tas any weakneſſes or impertinencies in this Se- 


ion, aslong as the {cope is ſound, !c& I ſhew my ſelf as quarrelſome. 
as you. 
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| $. 34» 
Mr.K,”F” He ſccoud Queſtion 4%, W hat % this ? and ſo what the Tranſicnt a7 % ? 
y + 7. a, , [ 1. That tbe paſſing the grant of the New Covenant, or 
the promulgation of it, s a Tranſient aft. 2, $0 may the cominuance of it alſo be, 
3- This Low or Grant bath a Moral improper 6Aion, whereby it may be ſaid 10 pardoa or 
 Jrſtefic, which properly # but virmall juſtifying- 4. By this grazt 1. God doth give 
a the R;ghteaufueſfs of Chriſt to be aurs when we belicve. 2. 4ud diſableth ths _ 
oblige 
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oblige ms to Puniſhment or Condemuztion. 3. Wiich Real foundations being thug 
lail, our Relations of Fuſtified an1 ÞPardoned in Title of Law do neceſſarily fol- 
low | 


I cannot perſwade my ſelf to leave my 014 Doors to follow Mr, Baxter, for any thing 
be hath [aid in all this. Let the promulgation of the New (ovenant firſt and ftill be 4 
tranficut at ; this Covenant hath au odde empty Mora'l ation in juſtifying us when we 
believe; and by the promulz4tion of this Govenznt God doth as improperly give us the 
Righteouſneſs of Chrift,and diſable the Law to condemn us, as ſhall appear by confulering 
that all here ſþoken of ations, is but of ations improperlyſo calle4,and ſuch as carinot ſuffice 
to mntke a Reall cffet, | | 
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| S. 34. 

R. B. VY"? your old DoaRors are js utrerly unknown to me z for I remember 

not that I have ever read any Do&ar before you that goerh your way 
(if I know it) and am in hope that I never ſhall reade any fuch hereatrer, For 
your not following me, as I have not” been very eager to obtrude my opinions on 
any, ſo if it be no more for your own advantage then mine, I am not 
to deſirous of your company , bur that I can be wichouc it. Naw to the 
martere R 
 Iamvery glad that Iam come to a Controverſie more cake and more uſefull 
then that which you made and ſuck in (o long before, As for my opinion about 
the nature of Remitlion of fin, I have had occalion to view and review it ſince the 
writing of my Aphoriſmes, and have received Animadverſions on this very Point 
of another nature thea are theſe of Mr. K's, both for Learning, Sobrierty, and 
Exaneſs of Judgement 3 and upon my molt fairhfull and impartial peruſal of 
all, I muſt needs profeſs my ſelf much more ſatisfied in my fart opinion, and 
confident of its verity, then I was before : And {ome Learned men ( as moſt 
England hath) do fully conſent to it, and confirm it in their Animadverſons 3 
and I remember none of rhe reſt ( (ave the firſt-intimated Reverend Learned 
B:othec) that doth contradiC& ir, of all choſe Judicious excellent men that have 
vouchſafed me their privare Animadverſions. And even he doth confeſs all rhar 
ation of the Law and change made by it, which I mention, as being a known 
trurch beyond Controverfie 3 only he thinketh chat the name of Juſtification is to 
begiven to no a& but a Judicial Sentence, which I call, rhe moſt perfe& ſort of 
Jubikcarion. Indeed I am aſhamed thar I ſpake ſo ſtrangely of ſo eafie and 
familiar a Truth, as it irc had been ſome new diſcovery, when all that are 
verſt in Politicks and Laws may diſcern it te be ſo obvious : but the reaſon 
perk that I had not read any thing of it in Divines as to our preſent 
caſe. 

Before I cometo M:. KR. let me tell the Reader my thoughts of Remiſſion more 
fully, Pardon aRively raken is an a& of God. Paſlive pardon is the terminus or 
eff:& ofthar a&. Pardon ARive, is 1. Menrall, in a more imperfe&, dimi- 
nute, and leſs-proper ſenſe called Pardon : As. when a Pcincedoth pardon atray- 
rour ſecretly in his own thoughts and reſolution only, This is applie4 ro God 
ſpeaking after the manner of men (in which manner we are. neceſſi-aced to (peak 
of God:) and it is nat (as Mr.K; imiginerh) to be'conceived of by us as being 
the ſame with his Decree de futuro (lo far as we may conceive of G2ds Immanent 
acts asdivers.;) though ir be but the ſame a& that recciveth thele divers denomi- 
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nations fromthe diverſity of the objes. a. The ſecond A Rive Pardon is Sig- 
nal, Legal and Conftitutivez which by figniftying Gods Will, doth Legally con- 
ſirure us pardoned, by cauſing our Fas ad Impunitatem vel Liberationem, i. e. by 
difſolving the Obligation ro puniſhment, or by taking away guilt, The a&ion 
or cauſation of this pardon, is but fuch as is that of every Fundamentam in- cating 
irs Relation. 3- Pardon taken aively alſo may fignifie the very Grant of the 
at of Pardon (whether particular or general, abſolute or conditional ). that is, 
the a& of Legiſlation (in our caſe) whereby the Law of Grace is formed, as che 
remirting Inſtrument. This goes before that forementiened 3 2s being the cau- 
ſing of that Fundamentum, which in time cauſeth the Relation aforeſaid. 4. The 
Promulgation or Proclamation of this Law of Grace, or A& of Oblivion, may 
alſo be called Pardon. This Legal pardon isan A of God as FeFfor ſupra Leges 
in reſpe& to the oid Law whoſe Obligation it diffolyeth 3 and ir is the A& of 
God as Legiſlator inreipeR of the Law of Grace which difſolveth the Obligation 
of the Law of Works. 

Accordingly Pardon in a Paſhve ſenſe, is taken as many waies. 1, With men 
for the effes of mentall pardon in the heart and minde. 2, For the Fus ad Im- 
panitatem, or the Diflolution of the Obligation to puniſhment, cauſed by the ſ(c- 
cond at. 3. For the Law of Grace, orthe promiſe it ſelf, And ſo the pardon= 
ing Inſtrument of a King, is commonly called a Pardon. 4. For the hopefull 
Relation or ſtate that he is in that hath pardon offered him on very ealie and rea- 
ſonable terms (as for the Acceptance with thanks.) I think all theſe ſenſes the 
word is uſed in the Scriptures 3 Iam ſure in Writers and common ſpeech it-is 
ſo, Now ir is cafie rodiſcern that all thereſt are but imperfe& pardons, and ſs 
called in a diminurte ſenſe, except only the ſecond, which is the full and proper 
pardon. 3, All this ſpeak of Pardon in Law ſenſe, the ſame with that which 
I call Juſtification conſtitutive (or but norionally differing :) Bur beſides all this 
there is Pardon arid Juſtification per ſententiam Fudicis, which theſe are but the 
means to, and which is the molt perfe& of all.” Bur note that as the word Juſtifi- 
cation is moſt proper ro [the ſentence :J] So the word [ Pardon] is molt proper 
to the Civil or Legal a@ that goes before Judgement, 3. And as God pardoneth 
1. as Refor ſupra Leges by Donation and a new Law, 2. and as Judge by ſen- 
tence: ſo 3. alſoas che executor of Law and ſentence or his. Will : And ſo par- 
doning is but Not-puniſhing, Where note 1, Thar this ſometime may be be- 
fore and withour the &rſt, by meer providence : and ſo wicked men are pardoned 
without a promiſe, in ſuch meaſure as God abaterh and torbeareth puniſhing 
them. 2, That in our caſe this executive pardon quoed initum preſuppolerh the 
firſt Legal pardon, and gquoad complementum ir preſuppoſerh the ſemtenial abſolu- 
tion, 3, Note that this lorr.of pardon hath divers degrees, according to the de 
grees of any due penalty which,is remitted : and ſo may alter. So that in a word, 
all pardon is of one of theſe three lorts- 1 By God as Author of the New Cove- 
nant, giving Right to Impunity, 2. By God as Judge abſolving. 3. By God as 
eXecuring. 

All this being premiſed our queſtion is, which of cheſe it is thar Scripture a= 
ſcriberh to Faith, and is called Remiſſion, or Believing, or Juſtification by Faich? 
Some lay, Iris only Gods mental pardon: Some ſay, Ir is none of theſe, but a 
Declarationtothe Angels in heaven, who is Juſt. Some ſay, Ir is none of theſe, 
but a Manifeſtation to our conſciences ( as ſome ſpeak) or a ſentence of God in 
our hearrs (as others ſpeak.) Some ſay, It is ipſa Impunitas, or non Punire ( as 
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7 wifſe ſametime, or nolle Punire, as other times.) I think it is the Difſolving of 
the obligation ro puniſhment, or the giving us a Fu4 ad liberationem vel ad impuni- 
tatem, or Gods remitting his Fu puniendi : Where the immediate terminus is the 
DifſoJution of the obligation, or our Debitum liberationis, vel jus ad impunitatem : 
and jhe remote termiuus (which is yet connoted inthe term Pardon, as efſentially | 
neceſſary ) is Impunity it ſelf, or aQual liberation from puniſhment, or non- 
punire, And withall, as in man a mentall Remiſlion goes before the a&ual Sig- 
nal, Legal Remiſſion, fo there is in God, a Nolle punire, and after the manner 
of men, it may be aſcribed to God, as then beginning when the Law remitterh, 
and the fanner is a capable (ubje&, becauſe it cannot be denominated Remiſlion, 
bur by cannotation of the obje&, and that muſt be, when there is an obje& kit * 
And fo after the manner of men, we attribute it-to God, as an aR which in time 
he is moyed to by an Impulfave cauſe, viz. the SatisfaRion and Merits of Chriſt : 
though ſtrily we uſe to ſay, there is nothing abextra can be an impulſive cauſe 
to God : Much more then this I have ſaid for explication of this Point in pri- 
vate Papersto ſome Learned Friends 3 bur this may ſuffice for the right under- 
{ſtanding of what here paſleth berween Mr, K. and me, And now I proceed to his 
words. 

i. He acknowledgeth the Promulgation of the New Covenant tobe a Tran- 
fient a& : It is the ſame Inſtrument of God that is called his Covenant and his 
Law here. And asitis a Law, the tezrm [ Promulgation} doth moſt fitly agree 
toir. And I doubt not but cicher Mr, K- implieth Legiſlation (perhaps he mi- 
ſakes the terms for eyuipollent) or ar leaſt he will as treely acknowledge that a 
Trankent a&, But he (aich, x, That [this Covenant hath an odde empty mo- 
rall a&ion.} Let any man that reades theſe words of this Learned man, judge 
whether I be not excuſable for-that cenſure inthe Preface to the Appendix of my 
Book of Baptiſm | A School Divine and a Chair man, and know no more'the 
nature of a Law, Covenant,or any Legal Inſtrument ! A Divine, and an Ari- 
ſtarchus, and yet dare to ſpeak ſuch words of all the holy Laws and Covenants of 
God ! Why what doth this man ſtudy and preach, that thinks ſo baſely of Gods 
Laws ? 'The Moral a&ion of the Law of Grace or Teſtament of Chriſt he calleth 
[an odde empty Moral aQtion :] Yer its like he knows that Commonwealths are 
chiefly upheld and ordered by Laws, Contradts, Conveyances,c&c. and conſe- 
quently by ations of the ſame nature. The Whole bedy of the Commonwealth 
and cach member of it, do hold their Eſtates, Liberties and Lives by ſuch odde 
empty aQions. Take away the odde empty Moral a@ion of Laws, Teſtaments, 
Obligations, Deeds of Sale, Leaſes,@c. and what is a Commonwealth, and 
what a ReQor, and what ſecurity have you of any thing yoa pofieſs ? or what or- 
derly commerce among men ? His next afſertion is as deſperate as the former, 
that [by the promulgation of this Covenant, God doth as improperly give us 
the Righteouſneſs of Chriſt, or diſable the Law to condemn us.]J Could any 
words (not certainly deſtruQive to Chriftianity it ſelf) have fallen from this 
Learned man more unworthy a Divine? Doth not the Teſtament of the Lord 
Jeſus properly convey the Legacy ? Doth not Gods Deed of gift of Chriſt and his 
Rightceuſneſs to us, properly convey ? and doth net God properly Giye thereby ? 
W hy how can a more proper way of Giving be imaginable? 1. If a man dopre- 
perly give, by a Teſtament or Deed of Gift, then (o doth God : But a man doth, 
&'c. Thereforezgs, 2, Where there is a plain fignification of the Will of the 
Donor to confer thereby the benefit on the Receiver, there 35 a proper wah 
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But in the Goſpel-promiſe or Teſtament of Chriſt there is ſuch a Gignification of 
the Donors Will : Therefore,&@'c. Doth net an A& of Oblivion or Pardon pro- 
perly give pardon to all that ic pardoneth ? Doth not any A& of Grace give the 
favours expreſled ? | 

2, And where he ſaith, that [God doth hereby as improperly diſable the Law 
to condemn us.] I Reply. 1. Nothing in the world can more properly diſable 
the Law from ctt-&ual condemning us, that is, (o as to procure ſentence and exc- 
* Cution, then a general Aof pardon, or then the new Law doth, which is in its 

very nature Lex Remedians, & obligationem ad pznam prioris diſſolvens, Though 
Rill the Law as to its ſenſe is the ſame, and therefore doth virtually condemn till 
the ſaid difſolution. How can the Law of the Land be more diſabled from effe- 
Qual condemning all Traytors, fer what is paſt, then by an A& of Oblivion, 
or a particular pardon under the Soveraigns Hand and Seal ? © 2, Yea this Learns 
ed man diſputes againſt the very formall nature and definition of a pardon: which 
is to be an A of the Refor freeing the guilty from puniſhment by diſſolving the obli= 
gation. And certainly as the obligarion it (elf is one of rheſe { odde, empty Moral 
a&ions,] ſo mult rhe diſſolution of it needs be. Indeed Theologus eft Furiſcouſultas 
Chriſtianus, a Chriltian Lawyer : and what a Lawyer he is that knows not the 
nature, uſe and force of Laws, is eafie to be judged, I could wiſh men would lay 
by their over-bold enquiries into Gods Decrees and other Immanent aRs, or 
at leaſt, their vain prerendings to a knowledge which they -never had of 
them, and ſtudy chis intelligible and neceflary part of Theology a little more. 

But Mr.K.tels us that he will make all this ſtrange do@rine{ appear :Jand how ? 
Why [by conſidering that all here ſpoken of atiens, is but of ations improperly {6 
called,and ſuch as cannot ſuffice to make a real efte&.] Rep.Do you oppole| Real] 
to [ feigned or nominal] or to [Relative ?J It the former, ir is ſuch do&rine as 
I dare (ay, no Divine will believe, no Lawyer, no underſtanding member of a 
Commonwealth, and I think, no Chriſtian, that underftanderh what you ſay. 
T hink not the words raſh, for I think him not fir to be accounted a Divine, no 
nor a Chriſtian (ſuppoſing him rounderſtand the matter) chat will or dare main« 
tain, That neicher the curſe of the Law, or chreatging of the new Law, whereby 
ſo many are adjudged to Hell, nor yer the Tcftament, Covyenanr, Promiſe of the 
Goſpel, whereby Chriſt and his Benefirs, Juſtification, Adoption, Salvation 
(quoad Fs) 2re given, do any of them make a true change ? But if you oppoſe 
[Real] ro [Relative,] thenI mult tell you, that [ Remifſion and Juſtification 
Paſſive] arr no Real eftes, but Relative 3 which I had thought you need not 
have been told, The ad of Legiflation and Promulgation makes a real efte& 3 
but the Fundamentum once laid, cauſeth bur a relation, 'Do not you know that the 
very formal nature of all moraliry is Relative ? Whar elſe is ef quum, Fuſtam,Me- 
ritum, Debitum, Jus, yea bonum morale, & malim, &c ? | | 

Again I mult tell you,thart you do nor well ro-mention Promulgation alone, when 

I ſpoke of EnaQing, or Granting, or Legiſlation, before Promulgation, I hope 
| youtakenor both theſe for one. Nay indeed Promulgation is proper to a Law 

as ir 1s obligatory to the ſubject, and to is neceflary after Legiſlation, ad aFfualem 
obligateonem ; but a Law of, Grace which doth conferre-benefirs, and whereby 
the Legitlaror doth, as ir were, oblige himſelf; may be in force in lome degree, 
wichout a Promulgation: becauſe a man may be/ madecapable of Right 'to Be- 
nefit without his knowledze , thouzh he cannor be obliged to duty withoer 
his knowledge, except when he is Ignorant through his own fault, 
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Mr.K FE” firft, The ((ovenant Fuſtifics us, not by any at, but meerly by the tenour 
of it, 4s 4 Law, not Agent, and many things in this kinde are ſaid to ds, 
when there, 1 wk, i no aftion at all : Quantritas facit quantum 3 I hope no Aion, 
it doth it formaliter, nos efficienter ; Paternitas tacir patrem 3 I know no Aftonthat 
ever was aſcribed to Relation, it doth it formaliter , not efficienter ; and ſs doth the 
Covenant not Fuſtifie a Believer by any A, let Mr.Baxter mixce it as he will, a mo- 
ral improper Aion, but as þis great Metaphyſical Rabbies would Feak aprtitudina- 
liter, and this but extrinſece too; for feedus non facit Juſtum of is ſelf, but it muſt bs 

beholden to many intervenient Cauſes. | 
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R.B. 1. Hanks to Tnadvertency (as I ſuppoſe) it is here acknowledged 

- that the Covenant dotk Juſtifie, and that as a Law, which it it 
do, we ſhall (ee anon whether it can be any other way then that which I affirm. 
2, Bur little thanks is due to this Authour from the friends of Truth, for his dil» 
covery of the way of- the-Covenants Jultifying, [Tt is (ſaith he) by the Te- 
nour of it, asaLaw:] True: Howelſe ſhould it be ? [but nor Agemt] Not 
by a Phyſical proper Action :: that's true :- Burt have Laws, Teſtaments, Cove- 
nants, Grants, Pardons, gc. no Moral ARion ? Or is this Moral (o contemprti- 
ble a matter, that a Learned Divine ſhould make Nothing of ic ? When all mens 
eſtates and lives depend on it here, and all mens Salvation or Damnation hereaf- 
ter. But how-is it then that the New Covenant Juſtifies ?' why he thus proceeds 
[ <Ruantitas facit quantum 3: I hope no Aion : it doth it formaliter, not efficienter 2 
Paternitas facit patrem , 1 know no'AQion that ever was aſcribed to Relation, it 
doth it formaliter, not cfficienter,] Reply. 1. I rhought that [ facere] had been 
as improperly applied to a formal Caulation, as [ Agere] and that I may, at leaft, 
as fairly.do the later, as you the former. 2. Ifthis Learned man do indeed think 
that the Covenant doth ſormalitey Juſtifie, as PDuamitas facit quantum, && paternitas 
parrem,. I ſhall the leſs repent that I was not his Pupil : And if I knew who be his 
old NoQors that he here ſpeaks of, I would never read them, if they be- no better 
inthereſt : nay, I would take heed of looking into them, leſt they had a power 
of faſcination : Whar is the Matter that the Covenant doth Inform ? Gods AR, 
or mans Quality, A, or what ? What matter doch it concurre with to conſti- 


- tute the Compoſutum?Is not Fuſtitia that which formally maketh Juſt ? Is the Cove- 


nant the Relation of Fuſt in the Abſtra&t ? Why then doth not the denomination 
follow the form ? Is it the Covenant qued explicat,quid tFuftificatus? Or by which 
Fuſtus eſt id quod eſt.? Bur let us make the beſt conitruQtion imaginable of Mr K's 
words,and ſuppoſe that he would only prove the Negative[what way it is by which 
the Covenant juſtifieth nor,vix+ nor efficzentey] and nor [what way it doth Juſtifie, 
v#7.formalitcr]yer I ſhould demand,1,What is then the ufe or purpoſe of his Inftan= 
ces,or fore-going words ?: 2.,What the better are we for his diſcourſe, if he tell us 
not what way it is? 3. What Cauſe will he make ir if notan efficient ? Will he 
fay.it is either Material or Final ? I think not. Bur he ſaith, that [the Cove- 
nant doth nor Juſtifie a Believer by any AR, let Mr. B. mince it as he will, a Mo- 
ral Improper AQion, bur as his great Metaphyſical Rabbies would ſpeak, eptitu- 
dixalier, and this but extrinſece-roo,] Rep!y. What Reader is muck the __ 

T. 
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for this anſwer ? Would you know whether Fedus facit Fuftum, ut forma, ' vel ut 
efficiens? Why Mr.K; telleth you, ir doth ir but aptiztudinaliter ? If fo, then cer 
tainly, not ut forma: for forma aptitudinalis faciens informatum, is a ſtrange crea« * 
rure» Ir muſt then be matter or efficient, I would not think ſo hardly of Mr.K. 
as to imagine that he takes it for a Material Cauſe z much leſs thar he takes it for 
Materid aptitudinalis Fuſtifications adtualis, I hope ſuch doctrine never droprt from 
his Chair. Whar is left then, but that it be an efficient, And if ſo, is not all 
efficiency by Aion of one (ort or other ? And moreover, how comes Efficiens tan 
tum Aptitudinalis, to be Efficiens eAfualis? And.if not Aﬀ4nalis, how comes the 
Eftc& to be produced, vig. T he Believer ro be Juſtified ? Bur I dare nor 
impute this non-ſenſe to Mr, K; Perhaps he takes the Covenant to be no 
 Caule at all of Juſtification ? Bur that will not hold neither ? For heplainly 
ſaith, that [rhe Covenant juſtifierh] twice here together, And ſure Fuſtifying figs 
nifieth ſome Cauſation, | 
Yet he amuſeth me more by adding [and this but extrinſec toe.) Why, who 
is it that hath found our another Jultitying efhicient , Bur. onely the extrinſecal ? 
By this I ſee he takes ir not for Matter or Form-3 for they are not extrinſecal, Bur 
18 not the Law, the Jury, the Advocate, the Judge, each of them an extrinſecal 
efficient in juſtifying every man thar is juſtified in foro humano? It may be Mr, K. 
hath reſpe& to the juſtification of Conſcience : But doth ke think that there are 
not extrinſick efficienrs, that do more properly and more nobly juſtifie then our 
conſciences do ? Then let man be his own pardoner and juſtifier, agd be prefer- 
red before the bloud of Chriſt, the Law, the Advoeate, and the Judge of Be- 
lievers. Ithink it is no diſparagement to our Glorious Judge, that he will juſti- 
fie us extrinſecally, Conſcience which juſtifieth ( in ſome ſenſe) intrinſecally, 
doth it by ſo low an AR, by ſo ſmall Authority, that it is very doubtfull 
whether it be fit to call that AQ either Conſtitutive or ſentential Juſtie 
fying,ſfo great is the Impropriety : (Of which I have ſpoke more fully eltwhere.) 
1f Mr.K. had named ſome of thoſe Metaphyſical Rabbies, and been guilty of 
naming as it were the Chapter and Verſe (of which crime he accuſeth me) L 
ſhould the better have known whether he ſay true or falſe, when he tels us that they 
would ſay the Covenant juſtifieth aptitudinaliter, and not by any a&, Tts true 
that the Covenant juſtifieth, Ut fignum voluntatis Divine per hoc Peccata re» 
mittentis: And had he ſaid that ir is S$zgnum Aptitudznale to men before they- be- 
lieve, and Signam Afﬀuale after, there had been ſome ſenſe in his words, though. 
yet they had been defeRive of Truth or Fitneſs: For they are fignum aFuale to mil» 
lions of the unjuſtified, though not fignum affualiter Fullificaus. Bur it is Believers 
that are aQually juſtified, of whom he ſpeaks expreſly : and therefore he hath ſome 
other meaning, what ever it is, | 
 Yetif Mr K. had denied to the Covenant in juſtifying, a.preper Phyſical a& 
only, we were agreed 3 But he denieth [an improper moral a&ien]] as he tels me, 
I mince it : which if I ſhould do, I ſhould expe to be told, thar I were a very 
ſingular man indeed : For I.doubr not but this Learned man bath read many a 
large Volume of Politicks, and particularly de Legibus, and there read their Diſ- 
courſes de Legum afionibus, viz, pracipere, prohibere , premiare., punire : 1 doubr. 
not but he hath read many a large Volume of the Civil Law in ſpecial,and there- 
in of the Nature of Obligations of all ſorts : (For I would nor ſuppoſe him de- 
feRive in his reading of any thing,) And after all this for ſo Orthodox a man 
to deny [a Moral improper aQion] to —_ Laws, and ſo to all _ and. 
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therein differ from all the Lawyers and Divines that ever the world knew (ſo farre 
as I can leatn) is ſingularity indeed ! Yea and never yetto write one Volume of 
his Reaſons againſt all the world, that we might be undeceived ? Seriouſly I 
wonder what he thinks of Gods Laws, Covenants, Promiſes, Teſtament, and 
how he preacheth them, yea or believerh them, or what work they have on his 
ſoul, who takes them to have no Moral improper Aion ? I ſhould chink ſuch a 
merus Phyficus were a ſtrange man to make a Divine, But let us heat his reaſon : 
[ For Feds non facit juſtum of ir ſelf, but ir muſt be beholden ro many interveni- 
ent Cauſes] Reply. 1. It ſeems to be here granted that Feds facit juſtum inter-. 
venientibus alys Cauſis : And if (o, it is an efficient 3 and it (vo it hath ſome 
kinde of Aion. 2. Negatur ſequels; Whar it the Covenan: juſtifie not nife 
intervenicntibys aliis quibuſdam Cauſis? Doth ir thence tollow that it hach no moral 
Aion ? And we mult ſpeak non ſenſe to ſay, thar it jultifieth but Apretudznaliter? 
3. I deny thar there is any othec Caule doth intervene berween the Covenant, 
and the Ef:&, A Condition on mans part muſt be performed before the 
Law or Covenant of Grace will eAﬀu Cauſare, i. e, Fuſtificare, And this 
Mow eaphy harhirs Cauſes : Bur Remiſlion and Juſtification have no inrervening 
auſes. | 
I have in Anſwer to other Reverend Brethrea (o fully and diſtinRiy laid down 

my own thoughts of this whole buſineſs, viF- of the ſeveral ſorts of Righteoul- 
nefs, and of the nature of each, and rhe Caules, that I will ſuppoſe I may be 
Excuſed that I do it not here. Oaly I may te!l Mr. K. that I rake Righteouſneſs 
as now in Queſtion, to be a Relation (whether predicamental or Tranſcendental, 
we will not now diſpute 3 bur I ſuppoſe it is the later.) And as Relation is ſo 
ſmall or low a Being, that it is by ſome reckoned berween Ens & Nihil, (o the way 
of its pro#uQion muſt be a:ilwerable 3 and muſt be by as low a kinde of Aion, 
Yer if it have any kinde of Being at all, ic maſt have fome Cauſe, and thac muſt 
have ſome Aion. And therefore Rabbi Keckerman ſaith, Fundamentum idem fiz- 
nificet quod Efficiens ; Terminus idem quod finis, I ſuppoſe Mr. K. will acknowledge 
the Cauſartion of procararcktick Caules , objefFum , occafio, meritum : and yet 
Will finde theſe efficients to have bur an improper Aion (at leaſt ſome of them) 
as well rhe Fundamentin hath in cauſing a Relation. Beſides all rhis, it is found. 
no cafie matrer to reduce all Poliricall Notions to the Notions of Logick 
or Mctaphyficksz and (ome think that when we ſpeak of Politicks, we muſt 
fpeak inrhe rerms of Poliricks, and that it is an unfit or"impoflible attempt 
to ſpeak there in rhe tri language of Logicians, rhough I am not of their minde 
in rhe later. | 

" Bur ſuppoſe thar T had granted all that Mr.K. harh hitherto (aid : What is it to 
that which, he ſhou'd prove ? He undertakes to prove, 1. That the Covenants 
Atﬀion (as | call it) is [an odde, empty, Moral Aion] and fo cannot make 
this Effe& : Bur he hath nor yer proved, thar the Relation of our Righteouſneſs 
my not Retult from the Covenant as irs Fundamentum, thouzh without a proper 
Action 3 as (05a as the Condition is performed on our parts to make us fir Sub- 
je&s. 2. He undertakes to prove, that [by the Promulgarion of rhis Covenant 
God doth as improper!y give us the Righteouſneſs of Chriſt, and diſable the Law 
to Conidemn us, becaulc all here ſpoken of ARions, is but of Aﬀtions improperly 
ſo called] But dorh he indeed think chat Legiſlacion, or Promulgation, or Cove- 
nant making is bur Improperly called Aion ? - P®%-Jo, I will not waſte cime in 
ſuch a work as.the Confating him is, N Ie 


! 
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Laſtly, If his Argument be gocd [We are not proper]y juſtified by an AQion 
improperly called A&icn : But the Aion of the Covenant is Improperly called 
AGion : Therefore, &6.} then it will fellowthat weare not properly Juſtified by 
any Aion of God. For it is generally held, that [AQion] is not properly ap- 
plied to God, bur Analegically, and after the manner of the crcature, I think this 
firſt Argument of Mr,K. deſerves no more an{wer., 
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Mr.K. 2. Od 5s not properly fare to Fuſtifie w ty 1his tranfient AR of the (ove- 

| nant : For either he Fuſtifics all, or only ſome. Notall: jor all 1 hope 

ar en6t juſtified : not ſome more then others ; for the Ncw Covenant makes uo differencs 
of it ſelf : and ſo God juſtifieth none by it, | 
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, of On Ra you mean, that | it is not by the Tranſient a& Alone that 
God Juſtifies] or [not by it at all.} 1f the former, I confeſle 

it, becauſe the Moral A& which followeth doth intervene"to the produftion = 
of the Effe&, Ir is not by the tranſient AR of Generation alone, that Pater 
cauſat filiationem, But it ſeems you take it in the later ſenſe, and fo it is 
falſe, Though the Fundamentum do [rom 6do Cauſare Relationem , idque immediate , 
yet that AR which Cauſeth the Fundamentum, deth properly Cauſe the Relati» 
OR tOo. | SO 
« 2, I ſeriouſly profeſs that it ſeems to me a vety ſad Caſe, that any man that is 
called a Divine, or a Chriſtian ſhould argue, and that ſo weakly, and ſo wiltully 
againſt all the efficacy of Gods Teſtament, Law or Covenant in conveying to us 
the ſaving Relative benefits of Chriſt ! 1t it were only (as ſome Divines thar I 
deal with) that he acknowledged the thing, and denicd onely the firneſs of the 
Name of Juſtifying to the Act of the Covenant, it were a ſmaller matter : Bur 
it is Remiſſion of fin it (elf 3 rhe giving us Chriſts Righteouſneſs, the diſabling 
the Law to condemn us, that he ſpeaks of, as you may ſce before ; and fo he here 
dares to conclude, That God juſtifies none by it. To this lamemable Dilemma 
here brought for proof, I lay, 1. Condztionally God Juſtifieth 41} by his Cove- 
nant, at leaſt Allto whom it is Revea'cd. Afually he Juſtifieth only them that 
have the Condition, TI oppoſe Aﬀually to Conditionally, becauſe that while it is 
bur Conditional, it is not Aﬀual in Law fenſe, that is, EftcQual, though it is nt 
A fu, -ſo farre done as it is : And indeed it 1s not in tri ſenſe that a man is cal- 
led, Juſtified, while it is but Conditional: though yer it is a common phraſe, 
becauſe tk&Agent hath done it quantum inſe, when the Condition is but Acrep- 
tance. 2. God doth Juſtifie ſome more then others by his Covenant, vix, Be- 
lievers more then Unbelievass: This me thinks a Divine ſhould not have denied. 
But he bath reaſon for his denial ? and what's that ? Why, he ſaith [for the New 
Covenant makes no difference of it ſelf.) A-ſtrong Reaſon : It doth it not of ic 
ſelf : Therefore it doth it nor at all, But I Reply : There is a two-fold difference 
made between men in theſe ſpiritual changes. The firſt is Real, when one that 
was an Infidel is made a Believer : and this is done by the Spirit and Word ordi- 
narily 3 and it is but to prepare men to be fat obje&s for the juſtifying AR 2: The 
ſecond is Relative, when we are ParGoned, Juſtificd, Adopred, and have a Right | 
giYEn. 
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Piven us to other Benefits: This difference che Covenant makes of it ſelf, the 
former preparatory difference beinz before made, To lay, the Cove- 
nant makes not the firſt Real difference 3 Therefore ic makes no ditfterence, is ill 
arguing. 

" would deſirethe Reader to try how Mr. K's argument will farthe Laws or 
Conveyances of men. Ifa Parent bequeath to each of his chilaren an hundred 
pound on Conlition they marry, to become due at the day of Marriage 3 accord- 
ing to Mr.K. you may argue thus : Either this Teſtament Giveth the Legacy ro 
All, or to None: Not to All, if All marry nor: Not co ſome above others : for 
the Teſtament of it (elf makes nodifference : Therefore ir Giveth it to none. 
Orif a King give out a Pardon, or pafle an A& of Pardon or Oblivion for all 
Traitors that are up inarms again him, on Condition that they lay down arms, 
and Accept the pardon : Mr, K. would argue, it ſeems thus: Eicher this A& 
pardoneth All, or Some : Not All ; for All wifl not lay down Armes, 
and Accept it: Not Some onely 3 for the a& makes no difference of it ſelf: 
T herefore it pardoneth none, See what an Interpreters hand the Goſpel is fallen 
Into at Bliſland ! 
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Mr,K. 3. Mz” ſhall properly be ſaid to Fuſtifie himſelf (thing which Mr. Baxter 

looks on, as well he -may, as Monitram horendum) For where 
there is a promiſe of a reward made to Ail, upon 4 Condition of performing ſuch 4 ſervice, 
be that obtains the reward, gets it by his own ſervice; without which the promiſe would 
bave brought him never the nearer to the reward: and thus « man wiſely Fuſtifies 
bimſelf by Believing , and more a great deal then God doth Fuſtifie him by his 
Promulgatiou of the New Covenant, which would have left him in his old Gondi- 


_ bion bad he not better provided for bimſelf by Believing , then the Govenant did by 


Promifeng. 


; S. 37. 
R. B. How much have I been too blame, in-my indignation againft poor 
ignorant Chriſtians, for taking up the abſurdeſt Antinomian fancies 
' cably ! When even ſuch Divines as this ſhall uſe (uch reaſoning as I here 
nde } 


1. Idenythe Conſequence, as being verba ſomnigut;s. 

2. I think, I ſhall anon ſhew, thar himſelf is undeniably guilty of this Con- 
ſequence, which here is called Monſtrum horrendum. 

3. For his reaſon, 1, Its pity that he cannot diſtinguiſh between a Cauſe and- 
a meer Condition : Where he ſaith [he thar obrains the reward gets ir by his ſer- 
vice] I ſay, ir is here By it, as by a Condition finequa non, but not By ir, as by a 
Cauſe, 2. And iits pity that any Divine ſhould nor diſtinguiſh between ſervice 
and ſervice, There is a ſervice which is operari, or ſome way proficable to him 
that we perform it ro 3 which therefore may odlize by communative Juſtice to re» 
ward us : and here the Reward is nowof Grace , but Debt; and the Work is a 
Meritorious Cauſe, properly ſocalled. There is a Work which is a Means of 
Moral-natural Neceſlicy (on terms of Reaſon and common honetty) to our or- 


derly participation of a Benefit freely Given : As if a Traitor ſhall have a par-" 
| don 
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don on Condition he will Accept ir, and come in 2 Or as if a Woman- Traitor 
ſhould not only have pardon and life, but alſo be Princeſs, on condition ſhe will 
marry the Kings ſon, that hath Ranſomedher., Here the a& may improperly be 
called ſervice, becauſe Commanded : but properly. and inits principal Conſidera= 
tion, it is a neceſſary-reaſonable means, ro her own happineſs : And this a& is bur 
a meer Condition fine qua non, of her Pardon and Dignity, and no proper Merito- 
rious, or efficient Caule. | 
' 4. What a dangerous reaſoning is this, to teach men proudly to thank them- 

ſelves for their pardon and happineſs, and deny God the thanks! To ſay [Gods 
promiſe would have brought me never the nearer the reward, had not I belicved : 
and I did a great deal moreto Juſtifie my (elf by Believing then God did by his 
Covenanrt.] | 

5. Nay, I would defire the Reader to obſerve, what ſhift Mr.K. hath left for 
himſelf ro diſclaim this wicked Concluſion : Is there any of the Premiſes which 
he dothnot own ? 1, I hope he will not deny but the Promiſe of pardon and (als 
vation is made to all that hear it, on Condition, they will Repent and Believe: 
2. If he regard not better proof, I hope he will believe Dr.Twifs (fo oft repeats, -- 
ing it) that ſalvation is given per modum -pramii, 3. 1 hope he believes, that 
withour believing, rhe Covenant would not have brought him to ſalvation. Muſt 
not this man then conclude on his own principles, that [ he wiſely juitifies him- 
ſelf by believing ? and more a great deal then God doth juſtifie him by his pro» 
mulgation of the new Covenant, which would haye left kim in his ola Conditi- 
on, had he not betterprovided for himſelf by. Believing,” then the Covenant did 
by promiling.] LI am loth to give theſe words ſo bad an Epithete as is their due. 
W by may not any Trairor {ay the like that Receives a free pardon ? Or a beggar 
thar Receives a free alms, when Receiving or Accepting is the Condition fiue qua 
201 of their attaining and poſſeſling it ? | | | 

6. The Goſpel bath a promiſe of Faith ir ſelf to ſome : and this Faith is 
Cauſed by the holy Ghoſt : Therefore it is ſtill God that providerh for the Ele&, 
better then they provide for themſelves, howſoever ſuch diſputers may talk. © Bur 
we mult not therefore confound the nature of Gods: Gifts, nor their Cauſes: or 
way of produ@tion. The Spirit gives us Faith firſt, which is our Condition,and 
makes as capable objeas or tubjeQs of Juſtification : . which being doae,the new 
Law of Grace doth immediately Pardon, Juſtifie and Adopr us : which way then 
doth Mr K's deſperate conſequence follow ? Oc what ſhew of ground hath it ? Ic 
ſeems if this man had forfeired his life, if apardon were offered him buc on Con- 
dition that he would Take ir, and ſay, 1 thank you; he would ſay, | he did a 
great deal more tre his own pardon by Thanks and Acceprance, then the King 
that granted ir, did by his Grant 3: becauſe the G:ant would have left. him in: the 
old Condition, had ne ot better provided for himſelf by Thankfull Acceptance, 
then the King did by his Pardon.]J Yeaand in our Caſe the Acceptance is Given 
roo, thouzh another way. I confeſs my deteſtation of this diſputing, is beyond 
my expreſſion. | "a 

Zanchy in 1 Joh. 1.0oc.de Remiſſ.p.41,42. ſaich, Baptiſm is nor perpetually a vi- 
fible Inſtrument by which Remiſſton is oftered [ Verbum autem perpetud eſt tale In- 
ſtrumentum Verbum ergo xon B tptiſmu8,eſt illud proprium;s perpetuum inſtrumentum per 
quod perpetuo poceatorum remiſſio uobjs offertar 2 douatur (lo multicudes more) And 
zu compend.Theol.p.7 64, Per Evangclium Deus gratis Fuſtificat, 

Q 
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ety S. 38, | | 
Mr.K. [7 -piewe in hace of the New'Govenant, . 46 inthat of vhe Otd : The Cove- 
| nant ran, Im the day thou eareſt thereof, thou ſhalt die : This was Gods 
Threat : T pray who breught death imo the wortd, God or Adam ' Faſt fo inthe New 
Covenant, Believe and be Juſtified : Who juſtifies the Believer, God or himfelfe - 
T urpe eſt doRori cum culpa redarguit ipſum. 


_ ———_— 
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R. B. Eyer let any cauſe be thought ſo bad, but that is may have the 
| v4 greateſt confidence to credit it with the world, [ Trs clear J 
faith Mr. K. in the beginning , and with his proverbiall Poerry , he trinm- 
nety concludes. But if ever man met with weaker- grounds of ſach tri- 
phe confidence , in a man of fuck learning, he is of larger experience 

then 1 am, | 
7. To his firt Queſtion, I Reply:: Adam broupht death into the world as the 
Deſerver, God as the Legiſlator, making ir Due to him, if he finned, and as the 


Judge, (enrencing him to.it for fin ; and as 'the principal Canſe of the Execution. 


BareAdenm was the eulpable Cauſe. ; 

'3» To his fecond Queſtion, 1 fay, 'God juſtjfieth the Believer, as Lepiſlae 
ror, and as Judge, ang as ReQor ſuprs Leger, and ns Donor on' BinefiRtor, 
And the Believer is not ſo- much es the Meriter:of this own Juſtification, as 


| Adam was 'of his Condemnation. Did T think' that any Learned Prote- 


fant had not known this ? That he hath his Condemnation by his Me- 
rit, and his Juſtification without his Merit , upon the performance of that 
Condirton which. is the Acceptance -of Chriſt rhat hath Merited ir for us ? 
bo. _ is the wages of ſfinne, and Eternal Lite the'Giftof God through Je- 
us 'Chriſt. | 

3. But again, T admire wharrhe man means !. Wherher he-own the wicked 
Conclufion [Man juſtifierh himſelf J or not? For he makes it to be the 'Conſe- 
quence of this tenour of rhe Covenant | Believe and be Juſtified] And dare he ſay, 
chat the Covenant derh nor {sy,Believe and be Juſtified ? Yea nevertheleſs,though 


italſo-give faith, 
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| 8.39. 
Mr.K. f firſt born of Abominarions in Mr. Goodwins phraſe 4 untuckily laid 


at Mr.Baxters own door 3, and-it may appear it js not wrongfully fathered 
upox him , by that very argument which he undertakes to anſwer, and doth well enough for 
ſo much as is expreſt, but there is more implied in it. 


— — 


S. 39. | 
RB. 1, [| J Nicki] muſtbe interpreted i[ by falfe accuſmtion] I expe@-ro 
have ſuch unlucky hands lay more'fuchabominations atmy door. 


2+ Mr.K; confefſerh, that I well enough anfwer the Argument for ſo much as 


[167] 


3s expreſt : Andlet the Reader well obſerve whar the implied addirion is thar 
he makes. P 
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6. 40, | 
My. K. 1 5s the Promulgation of the 'New (ovenaut was from the beginning * 
Many — uot be Fuſtified till towards the end of the World: 


. No man till a long time after the Promulgation : Therefore not ſo much by Gods Pro- 


rforming the Condition, which 


mulz ation of the Govenamt, as the mau covenanter his pe aloe 
himſelf, aud that more then God it 


is the Immediate Cauſe of it, and uherefore he juſtifies 
the New Covenant, 


ee een 


————— 
th. 


$&. 40. | 
R.B, t. V Hat is here added as implied to that which he confeſſeth, rhat L 
well enough anſwered ? Let him tell thar can. 

2. How can he prove that Adam was not juſtified till a long time after 
mulgation of che New Covenant ? A bold affertion, me thinks. 

3. The Conſequence is a purid n0n-ſequitur ; What ſhew doth the man bring 
to __ any man believe his Conſequence , but the bare Credit of his own 
word ? 

4. Whar a ſtrair doth this Diſputer bring himſelf into ? He muſt either ſay, 
that the Goſpel or New Covenant doth nor promiſe Pardon and Juſtification on 
Condition of Believing. (And is he fic to preach the Goſpel that would deny ſo 

rear & part of it.) | Orelſe he muſt hold his wicked Conclufion, That man ju- 
Rifierh himſelf, and that more then Ged in the Covenant, And for ought 1 can 
underſtand by him he means to own one of theſe. 
5, The ground of all this rorten doctrine, is another notoriouserrour here ex- 
prefled, vix. That {mans performing the Condition is the Immediate Cauſe of 
his Juſtification :] when it is properly no Cauſe arall. A Condition may.ſome- 
rime be alſo a Moral Caufe, 7.e, when there is ſomewhat in the excellency or aa- 
rure of the thing Conditioned, co moye the principal Cauſer 2 .But ſuch a Condi- 
tion as is purpolely choſen for the abafing of man, and the honour of free Grace, 
and confilterh bur either in Accepring a free Gift, or in not reje&ing it again, or 
not ſpitting in the face of the Giver, this is no Cauſe, but fine qua non, Ir ſeems, 


this Learned man hath too ——_— thoughts of his own faith, as if it were 
the Immediate Cauſe of his Juſtification, and ſo he juſtified: himſelf more then - 
God by his Covenant. | 


the Pras 
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wo 8. 41. | 
Mr.K. A*® for inſtance: There was a Law made in Queen Elizabeths time, That 
every Engliſh man having raken Orders in tha Romiſh Church, coming into 
England, ſhalt ſuffer as a Traitor : That Engliſh man, which having taken Orders in the 


Romiſh Chnrch, comes now into England, and 5 condemned , hath not [0 much reaſon to 
charge his condemnation on the Oucen, as bimſelf. p ht | caſon to 


Qa | $: 41s 


cooks 21D a1 GOIWARS courts fo - wr 


C108] 


—_— T___p_ 


—_—_ 


CE EE rn 


$. 41, 


R, BJ Hat is becauſe he is the culpable meriting Cauſe. Are we the Deſervers 
. of pardon ? 


S. 42, | 

Mr. K. He Law condemns him ; but ſhe doth not who made the Law, who died 

| Pn years ſince: yea the Fudge who pronounceth the ſentence doth-not 
ſo properly do it ag the Seminary himſAf: No nor the Law, as thc Prieſt himſelf ; who 
had he been minded to have ſecured himſelf, might have done it at his pleaſure, Sayed at 
Rhcines or Doway,and condemned the Law of Tyranny ; yea and avoucht all thoſe that 
ſuffered by it as Traytors 10 be really Martyrs. The caſe is the ſame, thoughin a different 
matter. . 


m—, 


— — —_.— 


. HY. 42» 
R.B, 1, YZ Ou confeſs here that the Law condemneth : and then no doubt ir 
juſtifieth to9. 
2. Where you ſay, [Shee doth'not that made the Law] I ſay, thar is becauſe 
the Law doth operate or caule, asit is a ign of the Will of the ReQor, to coniti- 
ente that Fas which he had power to conſtitute. Now when the Queen and Par- 


, liament were dead, they had ne power to oblige them that ſhould live after chem, 


much leſs if contrary ro the Will of their (uccefiors : Nor yer had they power 
while chey were alive, ſo to binde poſtericy, . The Laws therefore were divolyed 
into other hands, and now bindes as fignum voluntatis Reforis jam exiftentis : For 
it 15 his will that ir ſhould continuez and that will animates it : Yet where any 
hath power, thi ſigns of their will may be effeQual- when they are dead : Or elſe. 
Teſtaments were little worth, and Legataries were in an ill caſe. , But whats this - 
to Our caſe ?' God dieth nor, and the Laws of his Kingdom loſe not. their force, 
nor change their Maſter, by the change of Governours. Bur if you had dealt in- 
genuouſly, you ſhould rather have. enquired, whether the preſent ReRor and .. 
Maſter of the Law, may be ſaid ro condemn him that the Law cendemns. 
And that methinks you ſhould not deny. Yea, and it may be (aid that dead Ly- 
GE was a cauſe of the condemnation of ſurviving offendors, for all your bare 
eniall. 

3- Where you ſay that [ the Judge who pronounceth the ſentence doth nor ſo 
properly condemn him, as the Seminary himſelf.) Seeing you yield that both 
condemn him, the Judge Sententially, and himſelt Meritoriouſly, and rhe que- 
ſtion is but of the greater or leſs propriety in the word [ Condemn J I think it 
not worth the contending about. Yer Appello Furiſconſultos : and if they ſay nor 
that it-is a more proper ſpeechto fay {The Judge condemneth him] then to ſay 
[He condemned himſelf by breaking the Law] then 1 am content the next time 
its ated to take Tgnoramus his part, and confelis that I know little of the Lawyers 
language. Indeed I ſill (ay it is the oftendour that is the culpable cauſe. Where 
you ſay that rhe caſe is here the ſame: I anſwer, then it ſeems you think you de- 
ſerve a Pardon, as a thief deſerves the Gallows. I durſt not have called theſe caſes 


_ the lame. 
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8. 43+ 
wired ++ a like matter take it this. A mans found guilty of a felony ; the Law ſaith, 
He ſhall be ſaved if he ſhalt reade : he reads and i ſaved : Gramerdy, ſaith he, 
to my Reading more then to the courtefie of the Law: and though he acknowledge pro 
forma that it & the courtefic aud grace of the State 10 him, yet as the bad Engliſh 
 14n, God bleſs her Father and Mother thar taught her to reade, elſe the Law would 
have been ſevere enongh ; he may be ſaid ts have ſaved himſelf. - 


$. 43. * 

R. B. 1,7 Ou ſay, [Ir is alike matter,J But you ſay ſo much and prove fo 

1ictle, thar you loſe much of your labour, as tome. Ir is not a like 
matter« The Law for ſaving him that reads ut Clericus, was made partly to ſpare 
Learned men, becauſe the Prince or Commonwealth hath need of them, and ſus 
ſtaineth a greater loſs in the death of ſuch then of the unlearned 3 and partly in a 
reſpe& to the worth of their Learning,. if not with ſome ſpecial indulgence to 
the Clergy for their Office, and to pleaſe the Pope. But Gods Law of Grace 
pardoning a penitent, gracefull Belieyer, hath no ſuchintent : God needs not us, 
as the Commonwealth: needs the Learned. Beſides the Law hath laid the con- 
dition of eſcape in intelle&ual Abilities, without any Moral reſpe& to the virtue 
of the party : but God hath laid it more in the meer conſent of the Will. 

2. But if you will interpret the Law of the Land otherwiſe, as if it were an 
aQ of pureſt grace, then I ſay, your Client with his Gramercy is an ungrate- 
full fellow, and your bad Engliſhman, is the piRure of -a bad Chriſtian, indeed 
no Chriſtian : But by your ſpeeches I perceive that about theſe matters experience 
is a great advantage to the right underſtanding of the Truth 3 by the means 
whereof many an unlearned Chriſtian knows more then ſome Learned Diſputers. 
He that hath felt what ir is to be condemned by the Law, and afterward pardon- 
ed by the Goſpel, and put into a ſtate of ſalvation by Chriſt, doth not ſay as 
Mr.K. that he is more beholden to his believing then to Gods promiſe, bur hear- 
tily aſcribeth allo God, Faith is the a& of an humbled ſoul accepting of Chriſt 
as he js offered in the Goſpel. And canany humbled ſoul give thanksto his own 
Acceptance, more then to Gods Gift ? yea when the power and a& of Accepting 
is his Gift alſo ? If Mr.K. have an imagination that in every conditional Dona- 
tion, there is more thanks due to the pertormer of the condition then to the giver, * 
I dare fay, he is an ungratefull perſon to God and men, If his father leave him 
all his Kftate on condition he give a younger Brother 64 out of it, or that he give 
64 to the poor 3 it ſeems he will more thank himſelf then his father. If he had 
forfeited his life, and a pardon were given him, on condition he would Accept it 
thankfully and humbly on his knees, and that he would nor ſpit in the face of him 
that giveth it, nor ſeek his death, he would give the chiefeſt thanks to himſelf. 
As for the phrale of [ſaving himſelf ] be knows it is the Scripture phraſe, 1 Tm» 
&, laſt. though pardoning our ſelyes be not. | 
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Mr-K; Ya Myr, Baxter cxpreſſeth ſomewhat in his anſwer which makes up full mea- 

ſure of evidence againſt him. He ſaith, The gondition being performed, the 
Conditionas grant becomes abſolute. Ergo, ſay I, He that performs the Condition, makes 
the. gramt #0 bg abſolute, aud ſo doth more to his Fuſtipcation then God, who made 
only 4 Conditional grant, and which" notwithſtanding he might have periſh, yea muſt 
without bis own a# of believing. And truly whoever makes faith the Condition of the 
New Covenant in ſuch ſenſe as fall obedience was the Condition of the Old, cannot avoid 
it, but that man ts juſtified chiefty by himſelf, his own as, not ſo much by Gods grace in 
imputing Chriſts Righteouſneſs, but more by his own faith, which I hope is bis own af, 
though Gods work. 


"I I 


— 
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R.B. 1. A Ll'sclear againſt me, it you be Judge 3 but the whole charge de- 

pends but on the credit of your bare word, T har [Ergo, ſay I] is the 
ſtrong proof. Your confequence is none, but a mcer fiction. By [ Abſolute] 
I mean, it a&ually conferres without any furcher Condition, when all the Con» 
dition is performed, Irs a hard caſe that a man fo Learned in his own yes ſhould 
be ignorant what a Condition is, iz ſenſu Civil, vel Legali, Were you nor ſo, 
you would nor ſtill make it a cauſe 3 when ( unleſs ſomewhat beyond the meer 
nature of a Condition be added) it is no cauſe at all, Ir is falſe therefore that the 
performer in our calt makes the grant co be Abſolute, it by making, you mean 
cauſing, as you before expreſs your (elf, ir is only a performing that, fine qua Do- 
114bio 10x erit Aualis vel Abſoluta. It is the Donor ( yea though he were dead 
before) that makes the Conditional grant become AQual or Abſolute when the 
Condition is performed. And if it Ni ſtick in your Komack, rhart he performeth 
nonew a&todothis; I anſwer, it needs not : the firſt a of making his Teſta» 
ment, Deed of gift, Contra, Law, &s. doth all this, The Law or other in- 
ſtrument, is but the {ignifier of his Will, and therefore conyeyeth when and on 
what terms he will (ina caſe within his power.) If ic be his will that this In» 
ſtrument ſhall Fas conferre preſently and abſolutely, ir doth it : Tf but indieu and 
abſolutely, it doth it : If ſub conditione, it doth it : and in both the laſt caſes, its 
his will that the Inſtrument ſhall give no Aual Right till rhe day come, or till 
the Condition be performed : ſothat a Condition is no true cauſe of the effec : 
the nou-performance of ir ſulpendeth the a& of the grant, but the performance doth 
not cauſe it 3 unleſs you meaa it of a cauſa fatus, which doth but removerc impedi= 
mentumn ; {o that if the Day be twenty years after the Teſtators death, that the 
Legacy becomes due, or if che Condition be ſo long after performed, it is the will 
of the Donor that maketh.that Inſtrument then convey Right, which did not be- 
fore 3 becaule it works only fegnificando voluntatem Donatoris, ſand ſo when and how 
he expreſſed his will ic ſhould work. Wonld one think ſuch trivial obvious points 
ſhould be unknown to Mr.K. ? 

2. Where you talk of [faith being a condition of the New Covenant in the 
ſame ſenſe as full Obedience of the Old.J I ſay your words [in the ſame ſenſe] 
are ambiguous: «<Quoad rationem formalem Gonditionis in genere, it is in the ſame 
ſenſe a Condition, But it is nor a Condition of the ſame ſpecies. Ir differs in the 


matter 3 


 _ 


C112) 
mmntter 3 .one being the humble thankfull Acceptance of Chriſt and Life freely 
reſtored and given 3 the other being a perfeRt fulfilling of a perfeR Law : the ends 
are different : One is to obrain par; in Life purchaſed by Chriſt, when we were 
undone by fin: the other to maintain continued intereſt jn the felicity firſt given 
by the Creator : One is to abaſe rhe ſinner by ſelf-deniall, and to extoll Eree» 
grace 3 the other was to obrain the Reward in a way as honourable to man as he 
was capable of, More differences might eafily be added. | ; | 
3- Let the Reader mark whar our Queſtion was [ Whether God Pardon or 
* Juſtifie us by the Covenant grant ?J and whether Mr. K. Fath now carried jt ? 
Ic was all this while maintained, that the performer of the Condition , Is not 
Juſtifed ſo much by the Covenant as by himſeif: Now it is come to theſe © 
rerms : [ Not ſo much by Gods Grace in Imputing Chriſts Righteouſneſs , 
bur more by his own faich.) He ſeems to me to yield, that we are as ſare- 
ly Juſtified by the Covenant, as by Gods Grace imputing Chriſts Righre- 


oulneſs, 


© men 
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— ——— 


works, by a Travfient aft on a perſon whon he juſtifies, 


— 
——_— m—_ —_— 
« 


$. 45. 
Mr, KYE ſay T againſt Mr, Baxter 2. That faith & the Real effef which God 
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R. B-Y Ou ate reſolved, it ſeems, ir ſhall be againſt Mr. Baxter whatever you 

ſay. But what Rational Animal beſides your ſelf can tell how this is 
againſt me ? Tf it be againſt me, its either Dire&ly or Conſequentially, If Di- 
re&ly, then I have ſomewhere denied it, or ſpoke the contrary : Shew where and 
ſhame me. If Conſequentially, why is there no hint given us which way it makes 
againſt me? or againſt what opinion or words of mine? Ir ſeems it was intenti- 
onally againſt me, nor againſt my DoQrine but Me : Your minde may be againſt 
me, but Truth is not againſt me. 


— — 
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| $. 46, 
Mr. K. Hat faith % a Real effeft, others will admit without proving : Mr. Bax- 

by ter # denies —_ and habits difiinff from the out, may be forced 
to yield it by this Argument. Tf faith be not a Reall offef on the foul, then neither 5s 
any other grace, for all flow from faith, aud conſequemly no reall alteration wang 
in Sanfification, and conſequemly no ſanFified ſoul Really differs fromer ſelf when 
unſaxFified , no nor more then numero from unſanfified worldlings ; they” ave all 
alike. Taking it then that faith is a Real effef : 2. It i acknowledged it 4% wrought 
by God, and that not of our ſelves, it ks the grft of God, And 3, that 1t4s wrought by « 
sranfient aff, as being a Reall cfje# by Godin (ubjeRoextraneo, Let ws ſee now how 
by this tranſient aft whereby God works faith, he may truly be ſaid to juſtifie us in time as 
bedeenecd: from eternity t 
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| $. 46. | | | 
R. B. 1, *F*He man wou'd have his Reader believe thar 1 muſt be forced by his 
| Arguments to confeſs faith to be a real effet. 2. Till he prove ir, 
T will take it for a meer ſlander, thar I deny Faculties and Habi:s diſtin& from 
the ſoul, 1, T (aid I thought [it would nor be proved,)] but I roſe not tothe 
confidence of a flat deniall z as knowing whart is (aid on both fides. 2. Whar 
Was it that I ſaid would not-be proved ? That che faculties were not Really diſtin 
from the ſoul or one another : bur nor thac they were not diſtin, as M :K; [aith. 
They may be diſtin& modally or formally, though nor ut Res Res. 3. When 
did I ſay this of Habirs, as Mr.K; athirmech ? Bur I will hereafter expc@ no 
more truth from him, even in matters of fa&, then according to the proportion 
of the foregoing diſpute. -4. To the point it (elf I ſay, we muſt diſtinguiſh of 
Reality :- 1f you oppoſe Real eicher to Feigned, or Privative, o: Negative, or 
Potential, or to an extrinſecall denomination, or to meerly Relative, ſo its out 
of doubt that faith and all graces in the a& and habit are Real efteAs. Bur if by 
Real you mean more then a diſtin&ion formall, or Ratione Ratiocenata, or Modal, 
I will neither affirm nor deny it, till I better underſtand irc : You that know ſo 
well the nature of the Immanent a&s of God, may a thouland times more eaſily 
know the nature of the Immanent a&s and habits of man : bur I confeſs exceed- 
ing great ignorance of both: and to tell you my opinions of theſe things would 
be but vain and unſeaſonable. 5. Your laſt words contain the myſtery, that 
by [ that tranfient a& whereby God worketh faich, he may be ſaid to Ju- 


ons, we ſhall have good ſtuff, Ichink, when this myſtery comes to be 0- 
pened. | 


hs... th. i 


Whether Faith Juſtifie as an Inſtrument. 


——_—_— 


S. 47. 
Mr.R:. M: Baxter objefs ag inſt faiths being ax inſtrument of our Fuſtification : and 
that it is neither mans nor Gods in/trument. I ſhall make it appear 10 be 
both Gods aud mans in ſome ſenſe, though in different refpefts, notwithſtanding all he 
hath ſaid to the contrary, Saith he, If faith be an {nſtrument of our Fuſtification, it is 
the Inſtrument of God or man : not of man ; for man ts not the priucipall efficient, he doth 


\ not juſtifie himſelf. TI Anſwer 1. According to his dofrine, man doth juſtific himſelf, 


ut (lupra. 3. That manis not the principall efficient of hk ſaith, more then of his Fuſti= 
fication ; it 5 God who muſt hve that- honour. 3- That man doth receiv; his Fuſtifi« 
cation by faith «5 an Inſtrument, as ſhall be ſhewed hereafter, 


S. 47 


4 


KR, *T His quarrelſome man wanting work, had a minde to take in this Con- 


troverſie alſo, abour faichs Inſtrumencalicy ia Juſtifying : but what 
an unhandſome Tranſition he makes to draw it in, may be cakily diſcerned, Ler 
the Reader remember, that the thing which I deny is, that faith is an Inftrumenr 


in 


[1213] 
in the ſtri& Logical ſenſe,” that-igy) an Inſtrumental. efficient cauſe of our Juſti- 
fication : and that I expreſly diſclaim cattending denomine,- or contradiQingany 
that only uſe the word Inſtrument i an imptoper larger ſenſes as Mechanicks and 
Rhetoricians do: ſe that the Queſtian is:de re, , whether it: efficiently cauſe our 
Juſtification as an Inftrument ? This Ideny. And to his triple Anſwer 1 Replys 
1. The firſt is of the old ſtamp 3 a groſs untruth;- needing no other reply then a 
deniall, 2» The ſecond if it be ſenſe,» implierh the deniall of this maxime, thar 
[ Inſtrumentum eſt efficient; principals Inflirumentum J] and thence inferrerh, that 
{2s man may be his own Inſtrument. in eftefting faith,' though he be nor the prin= 
cipall'cauſe, (0 may he bein Juſtification 6f him(elf.] If: this be nor:the ſenſe of 
ir (if contradiQions may be called ſenſe) . then I cangor underſtand ir. But the 
denied maxime needs no proof : that man is his own-Inſtrumenr in efteRing his 
faich, needs no more then a deniall to diſprove it- ( {peaking thus de homine, and 
not de parte aliquabomints organic.) That man is nor cauſa principalis in beleeving, 


| Is untrue 3 though God be (auſaprima : May none bur the Cauſaprima be. called 


Gauſa principalis ? then no creature is capable- of, uſing an Inſtrument. 3.' His 
third muſt be cenfidered when we come to the fuller proof: which he referres 
us to, 3 tl 


he 


— 


S. 48, 
Mr. Kao when be ſaith, Faith is not Gods Inſtrument, 1, I do not ſay is is pro= 
perly, but it s his work, and by giving us faith he juſtifies as, as ſhall be 
ſhewed anon, he giviug us that which is our Inſtrument, wherchy we receive the Righto- 


——_— 


SE. oe 


. ouſneſs of Chriſt. 


Mic. dh. 


S. 48, 
R.B. $$ anne he undertook to prove it Gods Inſtrument, but now;he doth 
nor ſay ir is properly: and I will. not conend- againſt an improper 
term, when thething is diſclaimed. 2. Here is another touch upon the myſtery, - 


that [by giving us faith he juſtifies us] but we ſhall be ſhewed ir anon: therefore 
I muſt nor overhaſtily anticipate ir. 


— — 


— 


_ 


S. 49. yy 
Mr. K; RY: it is as much his Inſtrument as the new ((ovenant is : for faith work- 
way ing in my heart, is that whereby God pronounceth the New'Covenaut to be 
of benefit to me for my Fuſtification. EIS | 


p—_—_ 


| S. 49- 
R.B. ff the New Covenant be properly Gods Inſtrument, and faith be nor, 

then faich is not as much his Inftrument as the New Covenant : Bur 
the Antecedent is tcue ; Therefore,@'c. The ſecond member of the "Antecedent 
Mr. K, now yielded. For the firſt I will appeal ro all Lawyers and Politicians, 
or any that underſtands what an Inftrument is, what Civil commerce is, and 
what a Law or any Contra@ is, whether a Deed of gift, a Teſtament, or a Law 
be not as proper Inſtruments conferendi Fus, conſtitnendi Debitum, as is imagigable, 

R x 


or 


[114] 

or a3 the nature ofthe ching conſtiruced of conferred (Debituym) is capable of. Ta 
themeatitime, Ileave Mr,K- to examine it, by the common Canons and Pro- 
perties of an Inftrument. 2. Faith'is not {Gods pronouncing,7] bur your belief 
of what he pronouncerh, and Acceptance of what he offers: Will you confound 
faich wich irs obje& ? Divine Teſtimony is the objeR of faith, and you makeit . 
- faith it ſelf. 3, I know the Antinomians take faith to be [| the belief of our Tu- 
ſification * or the perſwafion or apprehenhon of Gods love to me in ſpecial,] bur 
ſodo not.our modern Proteſtants. 4, If this be true do&rine, then wo to poor 
Chriſtians that bave no Aſſurance of their Juſtification 2 and then, how few have 
faith ?. For.I think it is comparatively but a (mall number thar have felt God pro= 
nouncing in their hearts, that the Covenant is of benefit to their own particular 
Juſtification : except by the cerm [ of benefit] be meant, a conditional Juſtifica- 
tion, 'or a tendency or means rewards their Juſtification 3 and ſo even ungodly 
men may know tharit's [of benefit]. co them for Juſtification ( as Mr, K, phra- 
ſech ic.) 5, Doth not Mr. K. ſhew here that the Truth ticks in his minde, and 
chat heis fain rohide ir in ambiguous terms. Whar can he mean by this ſaying 
 [Godpronounceth the New Covenant to be of benefit to me for niy Juſtificati- 
on] bur this {That the New Covenant juſtifieth me ?J] He would not openly 
rell us which way it bencfteth him to. Juſtification, and yet be no efficient inftru- 
mentall cauſe of it, 
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4 S. 50. 
Mr. X. AX 3. it may be Gods Tuſtrument notwithſtauding his Argument : whereof 
£ the firſt is | for it ien0t God that belicueth] nor needs it, ſay T : it is e= 
nough that God maketh me belicue, and ſo receive the Righteouſueſs of Chriſt : yea God 
by making me believe gives me an hand wherewith to receive, opens my hand whereby I 
receive it; I alone receive, but theſe are Gods as, aud though God be nt ſaid to be» 
heve, be truly may be ſaidto bethe Authour of my belief ; my belicf is an 1mmanent a 
11 me, and ſo. denominates me ve believer, a tranfient aft as from God, and denominates 
him enly the :Authour of my believing : in me it is an adjun#, it hath to him only the ye- 
lation of an effe#. For cxample, I throw 4 bowl : the motion of this bowl is more from 
me theu the bowl, and I accordingly am ſa:d to have bowled well or ill : but the motion 
doth not denominate me otherwiſe then inthe gent, 10t the ſubjef ; and though I be ſaid 
to bowl well, the bowl inthis caſe is only ſaid to run, not I. $0 the chief Authour of my 
Belicving is God, and he muſt have the glory of turning and framing and upholding and 
working all in my heart, as being the yuthour, Preſerver and Finiſhes of my faith, yet T 
lenc ann ſaid tebclieve, not God; though my faith be more properly Gods work, thes it 
# my own : had nothe begun it in me, Ihad no more believed in Chriſt, then the bowl 
would have run tothe mark of is ſelf ;. all the progreſs of my faith is from him, and to him. 
be all the glory. | | 


— 


wu S, -50, 
R.B. 1, JOne of all this is brought againſt my Conclufton, for he yielderh 
VN that 5. (that our faith is not properly Gods Inſtrument in jkitying) 
bur it is ro ſhew the ſtrength of his wit againſt my mediums, It he yield it to be 
the truth which I maintain, the matter is theleſs if I fail in proving it : Or if 
ene mcdzum be deicQive, it is little matter, if the reſt, or apy one ſuffice, 2, wo 
| : ath 


(115) 
hath he ſaid in all theſe words, more then what T (aid in thoſe few words which 
he oppoſeth, vix. [It is not God that Believerh, rhough its true he is the firſt 
Cauſe of all Ations.] Is not this the full ſubſtance ot his ſpeech? 3, All his 
words ſeem to tend but to preve that God maybe [aid tg be the principal Cauſe of 
our faith, and ir ro be his aQ: bur what's thar ro' its inſtrumencality in juſtify- 
ing. 4. I intended this firſt Propofirion, chiefly as preparacory to the reſt, ra- 
rher then as a full proof of the Cancinſion by ir (elf, Perhaps we may give him 
ſome plainer Argument anon, when he hath done with theſe. 


i, — 
— 


md 


S. FI, 
Mr. K., OY; ſecond Argument to prove it, not Gods Inſtrument that man is 


Cauſa ſecunda between God and the Aion, and ſo ſtill ſaid to juſtifie 
himſelf, T anſwer, 1, Mans indeed Cauſa ſecunda, but not between God and the 


Aftion, for God doth immediately concurre to it, and man is, in regard of the habit of 
faith purely paſfive; not a&ive at all, for that though other habits may be acquired, faith is 
infuſed both for the eſſence and degree. 2, Man may not be ſaid by his believing to jufi- 
fie himſelf, but to Believe to his Fuſtification, and to receive Fuſt fication by believing, for 
that by faith, as it is Gods work,God doth juſtifie him, viz. declares hereby the Righteouſ- 
neſſe of Chrift to be his own ; he doth apprehend or receive the Righteouſneſs of Chriſt by 


belicving, as it his own af, whereof ftill be is the Sabje#, not the Author, as the Bowl 
# of it running, | | 


Am. 


lt a Fane 


of 
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S. $I. | | 
: of SS 7 V Hether God concurre Immediately to all humane aQions, L 

have no minde ro diſpute : If Mr.K. want work on that (ub- 
je&, he may anſwer Ludov.a Dola. Bur it ſufficerh-me that man alſo. is an Im 
mediate Cauſe of his Believing. 2. Wherher man be Paſlive or not in receiving 
the habit, is nothing, that T know of, to the macter 3 as long as the a& which jue 
ſifierh is immediarelyby him. 3. Ir is a great ugcertainty which. you afhrm [s 
confidently, You know-not bur thar'the Spirit «f God by the Word, may excite 
an a&of faith before he infuſe a habir, and by thar a& (or more) produce a ha- + 
birt. 4- And ſo the habit may beſaidto be Infuſed as from God, and acquired by 
man to0: and it is commonly granted , that Infuſed habits are attained ſecundum 
modum acquiſitorum. | | 


To the ſecond Anſwer, I fay, 1. For your Receiving Inſtrument, we ſhall 
ſhall ſpeak ro it anon. 2. St fides efficit Fuſt ificationem, rum Gredens per fidem ef- 
ficit Tuſtificationem : As fides ſs modo Inftrumentum Tuſtificationis eſt, Tuftificattonen. 
efficit: Ergo, &c. - The major is evident,” in that man' is the immediace proper 
Cauſe of the aR, therefore if the a& doth it, the Agent bythara& dothir, The 
Iaſtrumenr is his that immediately and'properly uſeth ir, The menor is undeniable, 
ſpeaking of a true inſtrumental Cauſe ; For there is no inſtrumental Cauſe in any 
kinde, bur of cflicients, 


2+ A bintlI perceive more here of your opinion, what is Gods juſtifying a&,. 
ite Working faith in us: bur I will wait till this opinion dare come into the, - + 
| 1 kt : "es yr 


, 3. Iperceivealſo here what you rake Juſtification to be, vit. [declaring Chriſts 
6&4 R 3 Righteoulſ-. 


_ Fr16J' 

Righteouſneſs to be his own] Right Antinomianiſm, - 1. Will you tell us whe- 
ther [Declaring Chriſts Righteouſneſs to be mine] do not ſuppoſe it to be firſt 
mine ? Elſe it is the Declaring of anuntruth., Andif ir were mine before, was 
not T juſt before ? and ſo conſtitutive juſtified ? , 2. Why did you not tell us when 
and how that wasdone? And what was the a& whereby God did conſtitute 'me 
juſt ? Which is firſt to be known, and which you knew that I was ſpeaking of. 
3. Where, and ro whom is it that [God declares this] you ſpeak of ? Onely in 
Conſcience, and not to others, nodoubt. Bur I doubt not fully tro ſhame ( in 
due place) this Antinomian fancy, that Juſtification by faich (in Scriprure (ene) 
is bur Juſtification in Conſcience, 4. Many a ſoul hath juſtifying faith (of At- 
ſent and Conſent) who yet doth not believe that Chriſts Righteouſneſs is their 
own, 5. May not other Graces declare Ciriſts Righteouſneſs to be ours? (1 
know not whether it be ſanoſenſu that you ſpeak of Chrifts Righteouſneſs being 
made ours, but I will not digrefſe to enquire further into it now.) 6. You do ... 
ftrangely affirm, that man is not the author of his own a& (whether he be the 
ſubje&, I referre to whar is ſaid :) If by the Author, you mean, not the perſwa-- 
der, but the Agent, the vital, voluntary (elf-dererminer, then he is the. Author 3. 
or elſe I could tell you of ſuch uuavoidable confequents,” as you will be aſhamed 
to own. If you be indeed ene of thoſe that think man a tree Agent, is nomore 
the author of his own a&s, then your Bowl is, I ſhall fear, leſt you will think 
your ſelf very exculable for all the evil you do, and therefore liccle care what. you: 
do: I ſhall be loath to truſt a man of ſuch principles, if his carnal intereſt carry 
him te do me a miſchief. How many Philoſophers or Divines are of your minde 
in this, that man is but the Subje& and not the Authnr of bis own a@ of Be- 
lieving ? | 


x 


| S. 52- 

Mr.K. O bis third Argument, that the A&ion of the ptincipal Caulſe, and of. 

the Inſtrumenr is the ſame, i true, and when he asks, Who dare ſay 
thar faith is ſo Gods Intrument ? I andeyſtand not any great danger in aftrming, that: 
God giving me faith, the habit and thereby the a# of belicuing , concurs with my faith 
which he hath gi-en in enabling me 10 receive Chriſt 3 | he gives me an hand, ſtretchctb 
it out, 4nd opens it , and puts Chriſts Rightcouſneſſe into .it : Why i uot my hand here 
bi Inſtrument whereby he conveys Ghriſts Righteouſneſs to me, as well or more then my. 
own whereby I apprehend it ? 


— p 
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| S. 52. | 6 Ws 

R,B. t. FF it be true, that the Action of the Principal and Inſtrumental 
We Cauſe be the ſame, then it unavoidably follows, that man juſtifa. 
eth and pardoneth himſelf, when'God doth ic.. For then when God effe&eth 
our Juſtification, Faith, which is his Inſtrument doth effe& it too ; When God 
forgiveth us effeftive, faith forgiverh us effeFive: and conſequently the immedi-- 
ate agent man, doth irtoo, 2. Again, I tell you, the place to examine your Re- 
ceiving Inſtrumentality is anon where your ſelf hath.deſigned ig.. I may not an=- 
UcIpate you, De CA 
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S S. 53» 

Mr.K., AN whereas he ſaith, Fourthly, The nSlrument hath an Tuflux onthe effe, 

| by a proper Cauſality, which who darc ſay of faith ? T anſwer, 1. That it 
hath a proper Gau{ality upon our Fuſtificatton paſſively taken, that 35, upsn our Receiving 
the Rzghreouſneſs of Chriſt. »And 10 more need: for we make it an Inſtrument not to 
work, but to recerve. But ſecondly, according to him it hath more then the Influx of an 
Inſtrumental, that of the principal efficient upon our Fuſtification, as being 1hat which 
makes this ((onditional Grant inthe Covenant to become Abſolute : And all the benefit we 
receive by the Covenant is more to be aſeribed 10 0ur faith, then Gods grace in the ((0ve- 
nant, which would have been 6f ns advantage to us at all, had is not been that our faith 
came in and rendred it of uſe to us, Thus then we do not deprive God of his Glory ins 
juſtifying us by faith, though we aſcribe Fuſtification 10 faith 3 for we aſcribe our faith to 
God, and make our believing his work, which as it comes from him is an aFive declarati- 
On, a5 in us a Paſſive reſenting of his favour to us in Chriſt, of which we alwayes may 
though we not aRually aſſure our ſelves. 


[EIT 
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| ; 6. 53. | 
R, B. 1, FJ Eceiving is cither Properly, which is alwayes Paſſive : Or impro- 

perly, morally, imputatively, which is the Conſent of the will 
when athing is offered, and it is ative, called Receiving, becauſe it is neceſlary 
to the Paſliveproper Receiving. da: 

In the former ſenſe, ro Receive pardon and Juſtification is nothing bur: to be. 
pardoned and juſtified: it is a meer Relative Reception, In the later ſenſe, faith 
it ſelf is our [Receiving] If Mr.K. mean the former, when he ſaith, that[faith 
hath a proper Caulality upon it] I ſay, His words are ſcarce ſenſe. To have 
{ Cauſality upon] implieth a ſabjet npon which there may be ſuch Cauſalicy : 
Burthe Reception of a Rejation is no ſuch capable Subjet. If he mean only [ a 
\ Cauſality of that Reception] I ſay, There is no natural proper Caule of the 
Reception of a Relation, but that which 'cauſerh the Relation it ſelf , by 
Cautfing its foundation : though there may be other Cauſes of the fitneſs of the 
Subje&, yet that firneſs efteReth not the Reception. Moral Cauſes there may be 
beſides 3 bur this is'not pleaded ſuch. An efficient Inſtrument of the Reception 
of a Relation, (that is, Fuflitie, vel juris ad impunitatem) we ſhall believe ir to 
be when we firſt finde fenle, and then truth in that aflertion, 2. And for the 
ſecond kinde of Receiving Chriſts Righteouſnefte, iris Faith itſelf, And to ſay, 
. that faith hath a proper Caulaliry on it ſelf, is a hard ſaying, | 

Your ſecond. Anſwer is the meer repetition of a- notorious ſlander, nor 
onely-unproved , but bewraying the grofle miſtake of the Nature of a Le- 
oa] Conditionzas I have ſufficiently ſhewed,and will not waſte timeto recite, 

I conclude therefore contrary to your Concluſion, that 4f you make faith the 
proper Inſtrument of juſtifying, you make man his own pardoner, and rob God 
of his {overatgary. Your rea{onto the contrary is ſuch as the Papiſts bring to 
excule their do&rine of Merit : they ſay, Chriſt hath Merired for them a power 
of Meriting, and ſ@ the glory redounds to him : ſo you ſay, [We aſcribe 
our faith ro God, though we aſcribe Juſtification tro faith. ] Bur you 
muR needs aſcribe it alÞþ immediatly to your ſelf,if you be the man that believes. 

DO 3. | Again,, 
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puring Chriſts Righceoulneſs, bur by his own faich. } And ye, now. he. 
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Again, you touch the way of Gods juſtifying darkly: [Ag it comes fro 
him (you ſay) iris an aQive declaration, as in us a Paftive reſenting his favour 
to us in Chriſt.) But, 1, do you mean, ic is a Declaration Enunciative ? Or 
meerly ſignal ? If the former, ir is very falſe. Toſpeak a Truth, and to Cauſe 
one to beljeve ir, are not all one, If the later, then ir ſeems you think God ju- 
Kifies a man, every time he giveth him any Evidence of his Grace, And if {@, 
then other Graces jultifie as well as fairhz and then Juſtification is increaſed 
upon every increate of every Grace : Bur more of this when you come to it of 
purpole. | 

And Paflive Reſenting Gods Love or Favour is an ill deſcription of juſtifying 
faith, and not alittle dangerous. 
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S- 54. 
AMr.K. M* Baxter proceeds to take off an Objetion. [ But ſome would evade it 
| thus : Faith, ſay they, is a Paſſive Iuſtrument, not an Aﬀive] I know 
not who ſay it, nor matters it much, yea it is needleſs to ſay ſo : But Mr.Baxters anſwer 
80 this I conceive to be very unſatisfactory : For where he ſaith | 1. Even'*ÞP aſſroc inſtru- 
ments are ſaid to help the Aion of the principal Agent, Kecker.log, p.13 1. and he that 
ſaith faith doth ſo, in my ju4gement gives t08 much to it] I anſwer, That without offence 
it may be ſaid, that Faith deth help the Aion of the principal «Agent, i. e. God iu 
our Fuſtification, God doing nothing in it without faith ; I ſpeak of ſuch as are adulrti, 
or of years. 2. That Mr.Baxter muſt ſay ſo, for thas according to him faith makes Gods 
Conditional Grant inthe New Govenant to become abſolute, and therefore dath the mais 0; 
Gods work. 
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S. 54- 
R. B. 1. F. Etit be obſerved that Mr. K; takes irc for needleſſe, to (ay, Faith 
| is a Paſhve Inſtrument : and therefore he muſt maintain it ro be 
an Active Inſtrument, or none. | 
; 3. I doubr Mr.K; would have thought me near to a Blaſphemer ( fuppoſing the 
(tereſt of his Caule ro havecarried him another way) it I had (aid and main» +, 


"tained that mans Faich doth help che Aion of God : 1.1f Gods ARion were ta- 


ken to be Cauſa partial s (which I think Mr.K, doth not believe it robe) yet mans 
Aion would help to produce the Effe&, only by concurring with Gods Aion, 
bur nor properly, help Gods Action for it would have no influx into ic, 2, If 
Gods Aion be Cauſa totalis in ſus genere, and mans Aion ſubordinate to it, - 
much lefle can mans ARion be (aid properly ro help Gads aRiog, 3. Bur the . 
rruth is in pardoning ſin, and juſtifying us, Mans aQien of believing is no Cauſe 
at all, and therefore no proper Help tro Godsaftion, God hath no need of our 
help ro pardon our fin. The performing of our Condition by Thankfull Accep » 
ting Chriſt and Life, is no Helping Gods Aion. Bur its ſtrange to ſee how” 
Mr. K; reels too and fro! Sometime he dare ſay it over and over, that if the New 
Covenant (ay [ Believe and be Juſtified)] and make our faith the Condition of 
aur Juſtification, thea a man juktifies himſelf by believing , and more 'a greas 
deal then God doth by the promulgation of his Covenant, and that he is juſtified” 
chiefly by himſelf and his own a&ts, and not ſo much by Gods Grace in im» 


dare. 
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oy ſay, that mans Believing doth help Ged in Pardoning or Juſtify- 
ing him. | | 
| w And what's his proof ? Why [ God deth nothing withour faith.]. A 
ſtrange proof ! Soevery Matter; Obje&, D:iffoſitig Materie, or Condition fine 
qua non, ſhould help rhe AQion of the Efficient, Sure Helping is ating, and 
therefore Bffe&ing. So he may as well ſay, thar the preparation of the ſoul for 
ro "3g Regenerating, SanQitying Grace, doth help the Spirits Aion of ins 
uſing it. Fo | 
yr for his ſecond Anſwer, that [I muſt ſay ſo roo, for. that according to 
me, faich makes Gods Conditional Grant to become abſolute] I Reply, that this 
is an oft repeared (lander of a hard fore-head, without ſhew of proot. If this be 
mine, it is eirher direCly or conſequentially, If dire&ly , ler him produce my 
words, If conſequentially, let him prove it if he can, If he attempt it, It 
muſt be by this Syllogilm, [Hethar ſaith, Upon the performance of the Condi- 
tion, the Covenant becomes ab(plute, doth ſay in ſenſe, that the performance of 
the Condicion, makes the Covenant become Abſolutely, .e. effes it : But M.B, 
ſaith rhe former : Therefore, &c.] Ler him that knows nodifference between an 
efficient Cauſe, and a meer Condition fine qua non, believe the major. I know ſo 
much difference, thar I dare ſay, ir is falſe, 
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p SG. 55» 
Mr,K. \ Hertas he ſaith ['2. It + paſt my Capacity to concerue of a Paſſive 
VV Moral Inftrument.) T anſwer, wha ever Mr. Baxter may conceive, 
nothing k more obvious thenthat many men at ef are uſed by others meerly for blindeg, 
zo bring about their defines, and ſo do very much towards them, by doing nothing but 


ſtanding ft1l. 


LINE, "FI4 CE SY —_ 


— 


FLIER | es. 9% | 

R.B. ] Knew before I heard of your name, tharthe ſame thing which in ſenſu 
Phyfico is a Paſſion or Privation, may 2n ſcuſu Moral:, i. e, reputattvs, 

be Aion or an Inſtrument. Bur I ever ſuppoſed that as it is Moraliter vel reputa- 

rive Inſtrumentum,lo hath it Moralcm vel reputativam ationem. 2. That[ſome men 

are uſed by others meerly for blinds about their deG gns)} this blinde work of Mr,K, 

doth partly perſwade me. | | 


—_— 
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S. 56, | 
Mr, K. VV Hen he ſaith {how can the aff of belicuing (which hath us other being, 
| but to be au AF) be poſſibly a Paſſive Inſtrument t Dotb this a ef- 
felt by ſuffering ? Or can wiſe men have agroſſer conceit then his e] T anſwer that 1bis 
AA i equivalent to ſuffering, as conſiſting chiefly in a rel:ance on Chriſts righteouſneſse, 
without exatting onr thoughts again it, captivating our thoughts to it, renotmoing. all 


thoughts of our awn righteouſneſs, yea all thoughts that are $00 apr 10 riſe againſt it ffom1he 
C os of our 6wn righteouſneſs 3 howhcit for the form it be an gon To virtually 
this ation 3; a ſuffering our ſelves to be led by the Spirit of God, and by his Awhority 
agin$3 the ſuggeſtions of our own reaſon- . | 


S. 56 
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R.B.' 1. *F'Wothings you heve here to prove ; 1. That the AQ of faich is a 

43 ſuffering. 2, That by ſuffering ir effeRerh our pardon or Julti- 
fication as an Inſtrumental Cauſe, For the former, you ſay [lt is equivalent to 
ſufftering.] Reply 1. It ſeems then it is but equivalent. 2, Whereia it is equi- 
valet? 1, Asrto its nature ? That were a ſtrange at. 2, Or in excelleney : 
ſoit is more then <quivalent to ſuffering. 3+. Oc isiras to irs ule and end ? I ea- 
fily grant you that the uſe of this Aion is to make us capable ſubjects of pardon, 
or fit obje&s for Gods a&, and diſpoſed matter to receive Juſtification 3 as Mr. 
Benjamin Woodbridge hath plainly and truly, though briefly raughr you in his Ser- 
mon of Juſtification (think not much to learn of him in that, and other points 
there rouched.) If you have a minde to call this Paſſio Reputativa vel Morals, 1 
Will not contend with you : it being Conditio aftiva ad Receptionem propriam requifu= 
ta. Doubtleſs the Reliance and Renunciation whick-you mention, are actions. 
3. And where you ſav, that it is [ Yirtually a (uftering our ſelves to be led by the 
Spirit, though ir be an a&ion for the form] I never heard before of an Aion 
immanent which was virtually ſuffering : and that from ſuch a Cauſe as Authori- 
ty is : Sure it is ſomewhar more then ſuch a ſuffering 3 and therefore it isnew Lo= 
eick ro ſay, that it is Virtually (uffering. Though as I (aid, if you have a minde 
to call it a Moral or Reputative Paſſion, I will not contend. 4. Bur then what a 
ſuifering is that you imagine it ? I thought you would have come nearer the mat» 


"_— 


| ter, and have (aid thar ir is Receptio Chriſti, vel Fuſtitie donate : bur you ſay,Itisa 
| ſuffering our ſelves to be led by Gods Spirit and authority. - | | 


2, But now I come to the great buſineſs, I finde you as mute as a fiſh: You 
had another Aﬀertion to prove, [that this A& doth by ſuffering EffeR our par- 
den:] Oa this lay all the controverſie : and of this I finde not a word. I pray 
you remember by the next to ſatisfie your Reader, that [this A& which is Vir+ 
tually a ſuffering our ſelves to be led by Gods Spirit, and by his Authority againſt 
the ſuggeſtion of our own Reaſon, doth by that ſuffering efte& our pardon or. Ju= 
ſtification.] Nay, I thought if you had made it buc a Receiving inſtrument, as 
you phraſe it, that ir had been the Receiving Chriſt or Righteouſneſs, and., 
not the ſuffering our ſelves to be led by Gods Spirit and Authority againſt 
the ſuggeſtions of reaſon , which (qua tals) would have been affirmed the in- 


ſtrament of our Juſtification ? Bur you ſaw not what Roman doEtrine this im- 
plieth, 


my nan. mm 
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S. 57. Ry 
AMr.K. WA Heres he adds | 4. »And laſily, I believe with Schibler, wat there 
18 ſuch thing as a Paſſive Inſtrument] I belicve be bath ſecu a man often 


bold up a fire-ſhovel to receivecoles, which fire-ſhavel s an Inftrument, but in that caſe 


meerly paſſive, and hc hath ſeen queſtionleſs boyes at trap hold up their bats to receive the 
ball ; bere their hats are Inſtruments, but meerly Paſſive. What examples Burgerſdicius 


or Keckermangive, js not confiderable 3 What if they miſtook in their infances [of Paſ- 
fe Inflruments ? Follows it there are none ? | 


$$; 
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S. 57. | 

R.B. x, *F*He Smich may call. his fire-ſhovel , a, Paſſive Inſtrument, and fo 

8 your boy may do.his hat. .I will allow them both that name among 
Mechanicks, Rhetoricians, &'c. but I ſhall nor believe that Logicians ſhould fo 
.call them, or thar either of them is an inlirumental efficient Cauſe, or do effe& 
by ſuffering, till you have-berter proved.it, then this put-off comes to, 2. I have 
found no reaſon yet in al] the reading of your labours, ro judge your Logick more 
conſiderable then Burgerſdzcixs and Keckermans 3 or that you are likely to finde our 
fir inſtances, where they could finde none. 3. (allovius and many more are of the 
ſame cpinion as Schiblerin this. 


S. 58. | | 
Mr.K. BY* ſay you [the Tsſtrument i au Efficient Cauſe : all eſhciency is by ation ; 
and that which doth not af, doth not effe# 1 Tou have forgotten that the 

great Inſtruments of the Roman State, did all by doing Nothing, U nus homo nobis cun- 

Rando reſtituir rem. Their ſtrength, ſatth the Prophet, 5 to fot ſtill. 7 | 


nw 


. $8, -. | Ef 

RB. 1, Olchathing I now perceive may be : for I think when you have here 
dg done all, you had done more if you had done nothing. | 9 

2. T an{wered enough to this before, What if the Conſlequents of doing no» 
thing prove better, then if there had been Aion, and thereupon you do call[do- 
' Ing nothing] by the name of [AQion? J Is it therefore-AQion indeed ? Oc 
if you therefore aſcribe a Cauſalicy ro ir, is it therefore a Cauſe indeed ? I (ay 
again, as ſuch are Moraliter vel Reputative ipſtraments, i. ce. Cauſe efficient inſtru- 
mentales, cum Phyſice & revers nonfunt ; [o morally and repurarively chey are A. 


gents, and therefore not to be called Paſſive inſtruments. , | 

3. Lecit be eblerved whac a gu Are kinde of anſwers Mr, K's Chair doth 
youchſafe us ? He durſt neither plainly deny, that an inſtrument is an efficient 
Canlez nor yet that all efficiency is by A&ion : and yet ſatisfies himſelP wich the 
touch of an alien inſtance, implying the denial of the later, 
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TY — —— 


TIER | S.. 59. | 
Mr.K. [Need (ſaith Mr.Baxter inthe cloſe) as ſoms extend the uſe of the word, 
Inſtrument, you may call almoſt any thing an !uſtrun'ut, which is any way 
conducible to the produfion of the effet under the firſt Gauſe, and ſo you may call 
faith an Tuſtrument.] Belike it s Inttrumentum quaddam vocatum, what -you will 
inthe Lawyers Latine, aud you muſt be beholden to that ta mike the 'N ew Covenrnt Gods 
Inſtrument in Fuſtification, Inftrumenzum Norum for Teſtamentum Novun, 
ſay the Critichs. Nh ; | 
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| |S. 59+ Wo 
R.B. 1. yoo rs words I ſpoke, to ſignifie my reſolution, not to contend abour 
| words 3 and if any man will uſe the rerm [Inſtrument] improper- 
ly, and tell us his meaning, and not make it the efficient Cauſe of our pardon 
and Juſtification, much leſs make the Papiſts believe, that in that notion lierh' 
rhe very kernel of the Proteſtant dorine about Juſtification by faith alone, I am 
centent ſuch a man ſpeak as he rhinks meer, aflowing ozhers the like liberty. To 
this Mr,K; gives this learned anſwer {Belike its Inftrumentum quoddam vocatum, 
what you will in the Lawyers LatineJ Our of which wards, 'or any yet ſpoken by 
him, it the Reader can pick an argument to prove faith the inſtrumental Cauſe of 
forgiveneſs or Juſtification, ler him make his beſt of ir. A jeſt is readier then a 
good Argument, OT en 
2. Ir ill becomes any Preacher of 'it, todeny or jeſt at the inſtrumentality of 
of Gods Law, Covenant or Teſtament, Tr bewrayes that which you mighr 
with more credit have concealed, If Gods Deed of Gift of Chriſt, Life, Par- 
| don, &. be any Cauſe of our Right to Chriſt, Life, Pardon, &c then is it an 
| inſtrumental effi-ient Cauſe, conſtituting that Right : (Lev Mr. K. tell me 'whar 
| other cauſe it is, if not this.) But ſome Caule it is : Therefore, &c. Onely as 
% Relations have an imperfe& Being, ſo the Cauling of them is anſwerable to it. 
If Gods Deed of Gitt, Law, Covenant, Teſtament, be no proper inſtrument, 
| then there is no ſuch thing as a proper inftrument known in Laws, Politicks, Mo» 
rality, for the conveying of any Right. As Sayrus ſaith, Clav. Regia 11.6.cap.6.n. 
| | 23.f.330, Naturd inſtituit voces & figna rtanquam Inftrumenta t&& media fine quibus 
| unus homo alteri non poſſit obligari. Not only are they certain Inſtruments when 
| uſed, bur is commonly held that they are ſo neceſſary inftruments, that by a meer 
| mental Conception without werds a man is not obliged to another. So faith 4l- 
main.in 4.d.15 q.2. Foſ. Angles in flor.4. ſem. q.de voto art. 2. diffic. 4. Armil. verb. 
promiſſio. Pety. de Arragon. 2. 2.9. 88, art. 3. dub, 4. Mich. Salon.in 22.40.1.9.5 de 
domino art.2. dab.1. Lud, Lopex. p. 2+ inſtr.conſ. cap. 30. Emanuel Rodriquet part. 2. 
Sum c.27. Concl, And its certain that conceptions give no Right ro men, though 
the conceiver of a promiſe may coram Deobe obliged. 


——_— 


S. 60. | 
Mr.K. 'T Hi were not worth the infiing ox, but to ſhew with what tools Mr.Bax- 
| ter endeavours to break. the works of ſo many cmineut Mafter-builders, 
and with what formidable weapons he valiamly ſets himſelf againſt thoſe great Gham- 
pions, 4 
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——- Sic dama Leonem 

Inſequitur, auderque Viro concurrere Virgo 
O the miſerable fate of poor Droinity | that mu} be put to School to Burgerſdicius and 
Keckermans Logick | and be ſo beaten jor greafie Jack Scaron ! Had not Mr.Baxter 
been as they ſay he was av]ed\fuxmes, be bad not [ct [o high a price ou theſe beg garly cle- 
ments, 45 10 let them make utramque paginam i this noble controverſee. 
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| $. 66, 

R. B, V 'ZHether this merry Rherorical Triumph were grounded on ſuch 4 
| reall vi&tory as the man dreams of, or whether premiſes and Con- 
clulion be any other then a meer Rapſody of windy oftentation, I muſt leave to 
the judgement of the impartial, underſtanding Reader. I confeſs they ſhew that 
he is not only unreaſonable 3 for ridere is proper to a Reaſonable Creature, L 
had thought to have given a particular anſwer to each paſſage in this Paragraph, 
but-upon review I finde that the Replying to ſuch like, hath occaſioned more iro- 
nies and ſharp paſſages then I dare approve 3 and therefore I chink ic beſt ro lay 
nothing to it, only to reminde him of theſe tew things : 

1. That I will be none of his adverſary, where he argues only to prove meg- 

norant, Ir never came into my head to make it the Queſtion, whether Mr. K. or 
I were BY more wiſe or learned man ? I have much more ignorance then he 1s a» 
ware of. 
- 2. That yerTIdarecontend with him in point of veracity, if heule ro do wich 
others, as he doth wich me, particularly to talk of {making utramque paginamT 
and to ſcorn at it no leſs then twelve times in five or fix leaves, for my citing thele 
Authours once or twice, and Schibler thrice in a whole book. 

3- That all is not Divinity that {ſuch Theologues maintain : For Ithkink he is 
not Theology in the Abſtra& : and therefore its poſſible to finde an errour in - 
ſuch a man as Mr. K. without Schooling or beating Divinity : Nor do L 
think that ſound [Theology would feel ic, rhough he 'had a knock or twe 
more, 

' 4. That he proves out of Keckerman, or others ſuch like, that two and two 
is four , doth not much abuſe Divinity by ic : Nor he that cites them to 
ſhew thar all efficiency is by AQion, though as learned a man as Mr. K; deny it, 
Nor do I finde Mr.K; having recourſe to the Bible to prove the contrary, vit. 
that there is efficiency wirhout AQion. And I thiak the Scripture Texts may be 


ſoon numbred by which he attempts to prove Faith to be the inſtrumental Cauſe of 
Juſtificarion. | | o_ 


—— 


———__cc.. wt.—cHAw—w. 


A et 


S. 61, | 
Mr. K. [JE hath one Lueſtion more [ But though F aith be not the Inftrument of Fu- 
H fr end it not be called the 7 rom of a = ui 
Fuſbifir ws? Zdo not ( ſaithbe) ſtick fo much atthis ſpeech as at the former (we arc 
en 10y0u: ſome indulgence yet in thss particular) Tet is it no proper or fis expreſſion 
neither, For, 1: the eAdt of Faith which is it that juſtifieth is our Aﬀaal Receiving 
of C briſt, and therefore canzor be the Tuſtrument of Recetving. To ſay out Receiving 

Inſtrument of our Receiving, is a bard ſaying.) Be the a of Faith the aFual Recei- 
ving of Chrift : Why 1 wonder may not faith be la zo be the Inftrument of Receruing 
Chrift ? Is faithonly an Af ? 1 had thonght it had been au Habit? And thotzh the Re 
cetving be not the Inſtrument of Receiving Chriſt, as being the a 141 receiving of bim 3 
yet faith may very well be ſo called : as though my receiving of a book be not the Inſtru- 
ment of receiving ##, yet the haud may without any great A Ws be allowed rhat name. 


tt 
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Sg. 61, 
R..B,. i ] Argued, thar if faith-be the Inſtrument. .of- Receiving. Chriſt, then 
| either the AR of faith, or the Habit : but neither the AR nor Ha- 
bit: Th erefore, &c. To prove that the a& of faith is nor the inſtrument of Re- 
ceiving C hriſt, 1 uſed the words that he here cites. What doth this Learned man 
but confu te this by ſaying, that the Habit is the Inflrument ? [I had thought 
(ſaith he) faich had been a Habir.J Thus he confures me, who argue that the 
A& is not the Inſtrument, by ſaying that the Habit is. 1 think he that is avmz- 
1dztT5 need nor much lament that he loſt the benefic of ſuch a diſputants tutors. 
ave, if he be never in a more waking mood then here. Sas 
2, His Rhetorick is the beſt part of his anſwer. But when will he prove thar 
the Habir of faith ſo farre differs from the at, and both from the ſoul, as that the 
Habit may as truly or fitly becalled the inſtrument of Believing or Receiving, as 
the Hand is of irs AR or the effe& ? It his fimilitude would prove any thing ir 
would rather be that the Faculty is the Inſtrument, then thar the Habir 1s: which 
yet 1 finde bim not here attempt : I think that the Habit of faith, and the, a& are 
not of ſo different natures as is the Hand and its aQ, OS _ 
3-  Ler ic ſtill be remembred, that I do not much regard how this Queſtion is 
determined (for which Mr.K;. doth ſo humbly tell me, he is beholden,) ic being 
much different from the former Queſtion. For in the former, the term | Inſtrus 
ment] is taken properly for an inſtrumental efficient Cauſe, in which ſenſe I de- 
ny that faith Juſtifieth : Burt here ir is taken Metaphorically or Vulgarly, and not 
properly: For that which effe&eth nor is not an inſtrumental efficient Cauſe. 
And that which they call an Inſtrument of Receiving, is in Naturats but: Diþþ0- 
fitio materie, and inMorals, but Diſpoſetio Moralis, vel, Reputativa, vel Aus ad 
Receptionem paſſivam, propriam, veram neceſſarizs;_ and in our preſent caſe, ſtrictly 
nothing bur a Condition, Now if any will be pleaſed to ſpeak ſo vulgarly 
and improperly, as to call ſuch a Condition, or Aptitude Moral or Nazu- 
ral [ an, Inſtrument of Recciving J. ſo. he do not build any, unſound  Do- 
Qrine upon ir, 1 do again profeſſe that L witl not contend with, him. Bur 
the Reaſons why I thought ir neceflary for all that, to'contradi& the common Do- 
Arine of faiths being the Inſtrument of Juſtification, I have tully manifeſted in 
anſwer to other Brethren, 
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| EE oY EIT ee; | 
Mr.K. BY ſecondly, faith Mr.Baxter [The:ſced or- Habit of. faith cannos fitly [be 
called ax Inſtrument, 1. The ſanFified faculty it ſelf cannot be the Inſtra- 
ment,it being the ſoul it ſelf,and not any thing really diftin# from it,as Scotus,D' Ocbel- 
lis, Scaliger, @c. Dr.Jackſon, Mr.Pemble think, aud Mr.Ball queſtions, 2,” The 
Holineſs of the facultics, is not their Inſtrument: For, 1, it + nothing but themſclues 
refified, and not a Being (0 diſtin as may be called their Inſtrument. 2, Who ever cal- 
led Habits or. Diſpoſutions the ſouls Inftruments ? The dpritude of a Cauſe ro produce its 
cffe, cauuet be called, The tnſtrument of ., it. [You may as well. call .a mans Life the 
Inſtrument of Afing, or the ſharpueſs of the knife, the knives Inſtrament, as 10 call our 
Holineſſe or Habitnal faitb, the Inſtrument of Recciving Chriſt.] - T anſwer, Jou pro- 
ceed by certain ſteps, and to deny the, Habit of faith to be the Inſtrument of "oF 
—_ Chriſt, 


(125) 

Chriſt, you ſay, 1+ The ſanAified faculiy it ſelf cannot be 1he Inflrumen, And 
1. What if # cannot? Whoreckonsthe Habit of faith for a ſantified faculty t + This is 
that which ſanf1fies the faculties : The faculty #s of one Species of quality, porentia 
 Haturalis 3 faith which ſanifies of axother, habitus. Touare, it ſeems, nowand then 
out in your Logickh, as much as you trouble us with it, and had need review your Burger(s 
dicius and Keckerman, 2. How prove you that the ſanfified aculty is the ſoul .it ſelf, 
In ſtead of the few Names you muſter up, T may bring you thouſandsthas are againit 
it: and yet a few Reaſons weigh mere then all theſe great Names, If the faculty. be 
the ſame with the ſoul , then the Holineſſe of the faculty cannot be really: diſtin 
from the ſoul, for that this Holineſs is to be received into the faculics ; and if no faculty be 
really diſtin from the ſoul; then s there no receiving into it any thing really diſtin from 
the ſoul, aud if Holineſſe be not Really diſftinft from the ſoul,a holy ſoul, and at-unholy one, 
are not Really diflin;and ſo you ſcem to imply in your ſecoud, when you ſay ———= | 
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S. 62, 
R. B. (| Hip no! if I am ableto underſtand him, thatrhe AR of faith 
is not the Inſtrument ot Receiving Chriſt : and he layes it on 

the-Habir. Before we proceed here obſerve, | | p 
- | I+ Thatthe Generality of Divines that plead for faiths inftrumentality, (ay, 
that it is not rhe Habir, but the A of faith that juſtifieth : (I ſaid ſoroo when 
I wrote my Aphoriſms, taking it on truſt, but 1 now-recant it.) If that be ſo, 
then they cannor (as they do) argue thus: [ Faith is the Inſtrument of Re- 
ceiving Chriſt and his Righteouſneſs : Therefore faich, juitifieth- as- an Inſtru-= 
ment} [becauſe they.ſpeak of the Habit in the Antecedem, and of theaR'in the 
Conſequent 3' and ſo by: [faith]: mean not.in both the ſame thipg ; |and ſo there 

are quatuor termind. i; Eon | 

2. Obſerve, that; it is commonly granted, that the Habit of faith is not al- 
wayes in a&: asin fleep,and when we are wholly raken up with thoughts of an ali= 
enc {ubjc&, and all chetime of Infancy (according 'to them that think Infants 
have the Habit of faith) This being ſo, ir muſt needs fallow, that faith is nor 
zlwayes the Inſtrument of Receiving: Choiſt; and of-Juſtifying : (nay .perhaps, 
but ſeldome comparatively) For the Cauſality of the Inſtrument is-in Aion, 
and faith is not alwayes-aCting. It therefore faith juſtifie as an Inſtrument, and 
we are alway juſtified, and yet faith be not alway an Inſtrument, then either we 
are not juſtified by faith, but ſome other way, at thoſe times when faith aReth 
not, or elſe ceſSante Causa nor ceſſat effefius ; which though inſome caſes ir may be 
true; yet here it cannot : becagle the etieGti;being but'a Fug ad rem, a tranſcenden= 
tal Relation it hath- no--neareſt ;Cauſe, butiits Foundation and: Subje& : and 
when thoſe ceaſe the'Relation ceaſethi: And.none »fiirmeth. .thar faith -is a Re- 
mote cauſe.of Receiving Chriſt, thar is, Right ro Chriſt (with- his- benefits.) 
And if ir were, yet the Fundamentum Relations muſt have the ſuſtentation of a 
continned Cauſe, Bur in the way thar I #fhrm faith rojuſtifie, as a moral Con. 
dition only ( having no Caulality) all theſe inconveniences, or rather contradi- 
Qions are ayoided.:' For it being the meer wilk of the Donor, that createth the 
neareſt neceſhity of +the- Condition, and to requires the Conditionte ſuch an end, 
he may make either aCt-or Habit the Condition, -and may make the a& the Con- 
dition of Beginning our Right to Chriſt and Life, and the Habit continued, to 
be the Condition of continuing that Right, even when the a& is imermitted 3. 
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-and yettheeffe& may ill continue, becauſe the Will of the Donor, and the Law 


er Covenant which is bis Inſtrument, do both continue 3 and ir is they that are 
the efhciens Cauſes. | tad 
... 3. Obſerve allo, that both the man for whom Mr.K. is here ſo zealous, vie, 
Mr.Pemble, and many more, do make the Kabir of taich ro be nothing elfe, bur 
our New Life, our Holineſs of the renewed faculties, the Spirit of God in us, 
and char all Graces ace in the Habic and ſeed but one, and fo accordingly it fol- 
lows, that it is our Internal SanQification or Holineſs that is the Inſtrumear of 
on Juſtific&ion: A DoRrinethart I cbiak theſe men will ſcarce own upon conli- 
eration. | 

4+ Obſerve alſo, that hence ic will follow, that it is other graces that juſtifie 
inftrumencally as well as faith ; becauſe they (ay, it is the Habic that is the Inftru- 
ment: and this Habit is bur one : not one Habir of faith, and another of Love, 
Hope, &'c. bur all one : and this one Habir juſtifies, even when meg'are Infants, 
or aſleep, and do not a&. : 

Ss. T hat which is now commonly called , the Rabit of Grace, is in Scri- 
prture called, [the Spirit in us :J and ſo the holy Ghoſt is made our inſtrument of 
Juſtification, & 

Now to M*K's words here. Inthe words of mine which he cites, I do both 
indire&ly, or in rranfitu confute a third opinion , viq. that rhe ſan&ified facul- 
ties are che Inſtrument, chough rhe ſanQiry of che faculties be. not : and 
direRly I argue & forriore, rhar if the ſanRified Faculties them(elves 
may Not properly be called the Inſtrument of Receiving Chriſt , much lefle 
can the ſanRiry of the faculcies be ſo called : But, &g's. Therefore, &'c. Here- 
upon this roo learned man feigns'me to think; or: lay, or imply, the Habit of 
faich to be a ſanRified faculty ; and with ſeeming ſeriouſneſs fals a (chooling me, 
and rels me, that [the faculty is of one Species of quality, and faith of anothers] yea 
preceeds in his dream as confidently as if he were waking, torell me, that I [am 
now and then out in my Logick,and had need to review my Buygerſdicins and Keck- 
ermen.)] But would he a lictle rub his eyes, I would defire him to tell his Reader, 
where I did direRly or indiceRly (ay, that Faith isa ſanRified faculry ? And I 
would know of him, whether a man ſhould not underſtand a marter.before he make 
an anſwer to it ! | 2-4 | 

Next, it ſeems, he expe&ed I ſhould have proved, thar the faculty is the ſoul 
itſelf: And would not that bave been as wiſe a Digreſſion, and as Neceſſary, 
as is this of his? The Scope of. my words was bur this, q- d. [Ir is a controvert- 
ed, doubrful point, Whether the Faculties are diſtin& from che ſoul, as Res & 
Res, and therefore not fit to bear ſuch a-weight as thoſe that I oppoſe do lay upon 
che affirmative] (and my own opinion inclineth co che: Negative : yer'ſo as I dare 
not be (o preſumptuous as confidently ro: interpolſe among {@ many learned men, 
and maintain my own opinion as certain truth.) As wiſeaman as Mr. K, {and 
in my opinion an eighr at lealt above him) thought the like anſwer to be,good in 
another caſe, Davenant,Determ.Qu.z 7, pag. i 66. Pued philoſophantur” voluntatem 
& inelleEum eſſe duas potentias reipſa diſtin as, dogma Philoſophicum eſt, ab omnibus 
haud receptum, & Theolozick dog atibus firmandis ant infirmandis, fundamentum mi- 
nime idozeum. And he knows, tharthe rwo Queſtions, 1 ./Whether the faculties be 
realazer inter ſe diſtinftas ? And, 2: Whether chey be realiter ab azima diſtinftas ? ule 
to ſtand and fall rogether inthe Determination. 20 | 

For the few names rhat he tels me I muſter up, irs like he may know thatir "aw 
: | ealie 
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eafie to give him a farre larger muſter-roll, eſpecially of the Scotiſts. And as for 
the thouſands that he ſairh he may bring againſt ir (no doubt he means Writers) 
I confeſs plainly, that he hath ſo farre loft his credit with me, that I donot believe 
him. For though I know they are many, yer I do not think he hath read many 
thouſands on all fides of that Subje@Q. | Bur if he have indeed read ſo many thou- 
ſand books cf that one point, alas, how many hath he read in all > No wonder 
if poor Burgerſdiciue, Schibley or Suarce, be deſpiſed by him. - It may bethat's-rhe 
reaſon that doth the margin and Text ot his book are ſo naked of quotations z be 


having read ſo many thouſands that he knew not which to-preterre, or where 


to beginnez or &l{e would have few mens names to -his Works but his 
own ( except as Adverſaries) leit they ſhould ſhare of the honour. Nay, 
if he ſhould have ſaid or meanr, that rhcre are thouſands that ſo write, 
which others have read though he have not, I doubr he cannot prove 
it rrue, A 

For his great weighing Reaſons, T will honour them as ſoon as I can ſee them, 
bur he had little Reaſon ro expe me to Reaſon, tha: Caſe. If this that be next 
addes be one of his few Reaſons, that weigh ſo niuck, I muſt tell him, Every man 
ro his minde, TI doubt he overvalues his own Reaſons : For my part, one thous 
ſand great Names, yea one, will weighas much with me, as this his Reaſon. 
For, 1. Ideny his Conſequence, and (ay, that the Holineſs may be Really di- 
ſtin& from the ſoul, rhough the tacolties are nor 3 and that Holineſs may im= 


mediately inhere in the ſoul without the mediation of faculties really diſtin& from 


it. Jt had been eaſie to have ſeen the neceſlity of giving ſome anſwer to this de» 
niall, As wiſe a man as moſt we have ( if I conje&ure nor amiſs) and a publick 
Profefſour in Oxford, and now reſident where Mr. K, had his Chait, I mean 
Mr.Walli , faith thus: [And ſo, however it may be truezthat a faculry or natural 
Power may be ſo far the ſame with the ſcul, as thar ic differ only ratione ratiocinats, 
yer in a Habit we muſt of neceflity grant a diſtinQtion ex parte rei: For wherc 
there may be a rea] ſeparation, and not only mental, there mult needs be granted 2 
diltinRion in re.) | 

But what if I grant Mr.K's hardeſt Conclufion that Holineſs is not Really di- 
Rin from the ſoul, nor a holy ſoul from an unholy as {Really} is taken for a di- 
ſtiaRion inter Rem @ Rem. We ſhall ſee anon what danger would be in it. 
Bur then Mr.K. muſt be ſo honeſt, as not to perſwade any ay therefore deny 2 


Real diſtinion, as [Real J is oppoſed to feigned, mental, called Ratioais, Rela» 
tive, or Denominarive, 44 a | 


| —— —_—- 
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| &. 63, 
Mr. KR. Y* ſay [The Holineſs of the faculties js not their Inſtrument, for it i 
4 nothing bus themſetves refified, and not a Being ſo diſtinit as may be 
called their Inftrument.) But i it nothing but themſclues refified ? 1 bad thought it 
bad bcen the Refifying of them, which poreſt adeſle & abeſle line ſubjeRi imeritu ? 
and conſequently it is not the faculties themſclves. As well you may [ay, that the rightneſſe 
of a ſtick is nothing but the ſtick made right'; andthe whneneſſe of the wall, nothing but 
the wall made white Quis tulerit Gracchos five Graculos | 5 
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AE thar T aſſert is, that Holineſs differs not from the faculties, as 
| A Res Regs, burt-as Res &. modus, 2. I think-the abſtra& hath no 
exiſtence, bur as inthe Concrete, bur is a meer Notion. Sceing therefore that is 
ſo, I think the propereſt denomination, as molt agreeable co the thing denomi- 
nated, is to ſpeak of it as in Concreto. 3+ You did therefore too ſuddenly Rarr up 
into your wondering incerrozation, as if there were any contradition between 
thoſe two ſayings | As if he chat (aich [a ReCtificd faculty : a white wall ] did 
not as truly expreſſe che Re&irude, and che whiteneſs, as you that expreſs chem 
in Concreto! Ic is too groſſe a fiſtion, if (as you leem) you would make men be- 
lieve that I intend to prove the R:&irude to be Formaliter che ſame with the Fa- 
culty.or ſoul ! My meaning is plainly, that Holineſs is noching but the ſouls Res 
Qirude, and thouzh I expreſſed ir in the Concrete, I (ay not, that it is the Fa- 
culty as a Faculty, butasReRiked 3 ſhewing in the next words what tt is that 
I exclude, vis, [A Being (o diſtin, &%.] 4 May not a Relation or Mo- 
| das be preſent or abſent fine ſubjefi interitu ? chough ic be nor a diſtin& 
| Thing ? 
f For your <Dujs tulerit ? I Reply : Pcide makes men impatient. Did you think 
no more highly of your own Note, then ſome wile obſervers do, you would in- 
ſead of your impatient ujs tulcrit, have compaſſionared your (elf and me, and 
fir down by me, with a Nos Graculi However, why ſhould you be (o impari- 
ent with one ſo farre below you? Will you ſet your wit to the wit of a ri 
| culys ? | 
[8 - But I will make bold totry your Patience further. Will you hear the voice of 

| the afore-ſaid Learned and Judicious man M* Walls, who is now in the ſame Neſt 
that you were bred in ? See his Truth Tried, chap.8.pag. 44,45. [A Habit there- 
fore whether Infuſed or Acquired, being bur a facilitation of the faculcy, cannor 
$ be a Thing diftin& from that faculty, bur only a Moda of ir, which hath nor in 
| ir felf a Poſitive Abſolute Bzing of irs own, but is a Modification of another 

Being : And its Phyſical Being, Exiſtentis Rei, muſt be rhe ſame with the Being 

of tha: which is thus Madificated : For it is not ipſum exiſtens, bur Molus exiſten- 

di: And this Manner of Exiſting, hath nor an Exiſtence of its own, diſtin& 

from the Exiſtence of that which doth Exiſt in this Manner, Yer its Formal and 

Metaphyſical Being is diſtin, Yea and irs Phyſical Exiſtence , ſuch as ic is ca- 

pable of, thar is, Exiſteutia mod: for not being Res, bur Modus Rei, we mult 

not ex2e& that it ſhould have any Exiſtence of its own, belides the Exiſtence of 

a Modus : and this Exiſtentia mod: is the atual modificatinz of the Thing Exi- 

ſing afrer this Manner : The which Exiſtence, though it be not Exiſtentiz Rei, 

yet is ic areal Exiſtence (Exiſtentizinre) and nor Mencal {For the thing Exi- 
ſent is not only ſuppoſed ro exilt in this manner, but indeed doth Jo, thus order 
ed, thus modificared ; And therefore thar Modus doth a&ually and really modifi« 
care,and is nor%only ſuppoſed ſo ro do. Bar if you will not almit with Scots, &cs 
And thus it is true which his Lordſhip ſpeaks, that Hibicual Knowledge is No- 
thing but Lizhr more or lefſe Glorious. Ir is Reaſon cleared : Ir's only Facultas 
facilitata, or F acultatis facilitas : And to this Faculty or Readine(s ro operate; T 
| cennot allow 4 Phyfical Exiſtence of its own, as neither to any Habit whatſoever, as be- 
|S ing but Modi, and not Entia 3 It's no; a Being, but a Manner of Bzing : Nor 
| | Ens, 
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Ens, but Aliquid Ents. And I ſhould eafiiy be perſwaded to grant the ſame con 
cerning all accidents whatſoever, which have long ſince been called Entis entia® 
And however an Accident hath been accounted to be Res, and ſo to have exiſfex- 
tiam Rei, yet nor ſubſiſkentiam Rei,J So far Mt Wallis. 


a_—— 


| S. 64+ 

Mr. K. QC Ay you [Who ever called Habits or Difpoſitions the ſouls Inftyuments ? The 
| K My ter? of a (auſe ts produce its effef, cannot be RES hs HaooaRe I 
Anſwer and yield you, that ordinarily it i not fo; In all Acquircd Habits, there is 
mecrly an Aptitude gotten: but by faith which i an infuſed Habit, there i an Abilay 
gorten 3 this being indeed « Habit, but a Habit equivalent to a new Faculty 3 and ſo we 
hear of a new heart and new ſpirit, and wihout faith a man can no more receive Chriſt 
nor do 0uzht towrds it, then a dead man can walk or ſpeak, and ſo it gives life 10 the ſoul 
in regard of all ſpiritual operations : and though life cannot be ſaid ro be au i nſtru= 
ment, yet I bope that which gives life may 3 as doth faith, which 4 as the (oul ts 
the ſoul in all its holy and heavenly thoughts and defires : Life cannot be ſaid to be an In= 


ftrument : for Life as Life is 10 6auſe at all, but an Union of thoſe cauſes which are requis 
red to the making up of the Animatum, 


—_ — 


&. 64, 

R.B. ] F Habits were never {o properly ro be called the ſouls inſtruments, yer 

this reacheth not the Queſtion, whether they miay properly be called 

( Logice loquendo) inſtruments of Receiving when they fare not inſtruments Effe- 
Qing, I did therefore give them too much advancage in this arguing, 

2. If you grant that acquired Habits are not ro be called the (ouls inſtruments, 
and yet maintain that infuſed are, you muſt give ſome good reaſon from the 
difference. | 

Your reaſon is that [ This is a Habit, but equivalent roa new faculty.) To 
which I Reply, 1. What reaſon is this ? When 1 even now ſaid, Thar { the 
ſanEified faculty ic ſelf cannot be the Inſtrument} you. never did gainſay.it : 
therefore if faith were a faculty or Potentia, ir were not therefore the inſtrument of 
Reception. 

2 Theterm [equivalent] is ſo ambiguous, that you may yet make your words 
true or falſe by an interpretation. 1, If you mean that infuſed Habits are of the 
ſame nature, and of the ſame ſpecies of quality, as the Poteutia naturalis is, thar 
ſhould have been well proved, and not nakedly afſerred. a.'It you mean that ic 
performeth che ſame kinde of operations, and quoad uſum is equivalent, though 
nor of the ſame nature or kinde z thar alſo needs great proot, ſeeing it contradi- 
&eth common principles : The operation of things is (uch as the Being. 3. If 
you mean bur thar it is of equal neceſlity ro the AQ, thats nothing to the purpole 3 
for the necelliry proves it not an inſtrument, | 

But I conceive the firſt of the three is your ſente, or elſeT cannot make ſenſe of 
it 3 forthe rwo later do no way tend to prove it an Inſtrument 3 and your words 
do moſt plainly import that ſenie. Bur, ifſo 1, Sure you forgot your own words 
bur a lictle before, where you were pleaſed fo farre te School me, as to teil me 
that | the faculty is of one ſpecies of quality, Potentia naturalis, fairh which ſan&i- 
fies of another, habitzs,] And you grayely rold mc, I was now and then out in 
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my Logick, 'and demanded of me, Who reckons the Habir of faith for a ſan&i- 


fied Faculty ? 2. How can you ſay ſtill that it is a Habit ? For if it betruly a 
Habit, ir muſt be of the ſame ſpecies of quality, as Habir 3 and admit the defini- 
tion of a Habit, and therefore not admit the definition of Potentia or Facultas, nor 
be of that Fecies: and I ſuppoſe you will nor (ay ir is of both, and be but one 
Quali.y : And I ſuppoſe allo that you will not (ay, it is Potentia ſupernaturaljs, and 
therefore may be of another fpectesthen Potentia uaturalis, leeing it is not the way 
of efficiency, but the nature of the Effe& or Thing produced, which diverfifieth 
the Fecies of Quality, 

\ Bur becauſe 1 have great reaſon to think, that you will honour the ſame thing 
from D* Twiſſe, which you contemn from me, will you be pleaſed ro hear him 
ſpeak toyoua few words : Contra Corvinum pag.361. [ Sed wy deventum eſt ad 
genus d1fputationis Þ hiloſophicum, agendum ſecundum principia Philoſophie, five natu* 
ralis, ftve moralis, five mixte, cum doforibus iis congrediamur- Itaque juxtg Philoſo+ 
phiam quid aliud eft voluntas, quam *Potentia volendi ? rarſus quid aliud eſt objeftum 
quam bonum ? unicuiqz vers quod apparet ; non Sybille folium recito, ſed Ariſtotelis 
Magn: illins naturamyſia. Ergo noumodo ſecundum Anguſtinum, ſed & ſecundum A4- 
riſtotelem, nature eſt hominum poſſe Velle quod et appareat eſſe bonum, poſſe autem Vells 
quod vere bonum fit, ne Corvinus quidem hoc loco attribuit gratiz ſux communi, Ego vero 
ultra feror, & ex Augiſtino diſputo, eriam poſſe credere, poſſe Leum amare, nature e(ſe 
bominum, juxta argumentationem ſuperiorems quod & hoc argumento contendo. Si 
potentia credendi, vel quiduis boni faciendi, nobis accederct ex gratia, tum potentia ſub- 
jefum eſſet potentie ; naturalis gratioſa, quod quidem haftenus prorſus ct inauditum ; 
nempe ut potentia volendi ſubjeFum eſſet potentie volendi, Voluntas fateor eſt ſubjefum 


habituum ; etiam omnis potentia rationalis, tame intelleFus quans volnntas capdax eff ha-- 


bituum, froe naturalium, quibus mag idonea frat ad res naturales, 1am intellizendas, quam 
agendas ; five ſupernaturalium, quibus elcverur ad objcta ſupernaturalia : At ut po- 
zentia aliqua capax. fit potentiarum novarum, ne fando quidem haftenus accepi, priuſquam 
myſteris [na mundo communicarunt 4rminiaui.) Many more places to the fame put- 
Pole might be cited our of Dr T wiſſe,  Boethius de Trinit, (aich, Forma ſamples [ub- 
jeftum eſſe uequit :- 1 leave you to garher the conſequent. Whar it I adde a Nove- 
lift or two (they ſhall not be unlearned) that Mr K. may ſee that a Graculis is not 
fo ſolitary as a Phenix ? Srengh | | 
Thom, White in his Inſtitut. Sacr, 1.x, le&.13.$.90. ſaith, [ Sed & Habitum non 
efſe aliud quam ipſum aFum debilins manentem, omnin0 conftat, ex eo quod inipreſſio fa- 
&4 in ſubjeFum, abſq; aliquo- contrario deſtruente, interire non poteſt : quia eſt modus 
zpfuus ſubjefti'; tf quod atio mode imbui requirit novem aftionem- 'Permaugt itaq; aug 
donce a contravio deſtruatur. In anima vero noneſt alia contrarietas quam contradifi- 
#n%s, Donec iaque retraftctur, ex neceſſitate ſemper manet attus,  dicitur Habits, 
Objuies, eſſe contra manifeſtam expericntiam quod aus maneaiit, &c, Refpondetur, ma- 
n:fe5ium eſſe poſt at um intelicAus vel phamtafie, potentiam manere in 46! ili:us objefti 


quod cognouit, E xpericntia enim docet, cam poſſe iterum cognoſcere quod vult 3 quod ante 


primam cogutionem non potuit, &c. Mancet itaque impreiſioz id oft af ſubſtantia, 
quatenus ens, OF non uantum motio eft : Unde cum in anma non poſjit eſſe motus, ibi 
aaaquate manet wmpreſſio 3 id eſt afius. Lued autem non apparear munere, ct quia ani- 
9a 11 corpore non git ex ſeſe 3 ſed praciſe quatenus movetuy  corpore, [eu per corpus 3 &f 
per confequers non facit ſenſum ſui, niſi in effefu corporeo. Et bins fit ut cum rurſus ag i- 
mas, ſeniamus attum facthiorem, vel fortiorem, vel direfum & modificatum ab anima, 
ratione priorts aitius ; quod arguit mmpreſſionem mauere s Sed modym ipfius mmnreſſionts, 

7n 


(131) 
in ſeſe, videre non-poſſums 3 & ideo credimus ipſum affu'non manſiſſe.) And p12 94+ 
[Ex quibns ſath clarum Flo 101 eſſe habits ſupernaturales, ſuis primis afubus prevequt- 
um 


fotos 3  nequeeſſe per modum potentiarnm, ſed omuino ficut habitus naturales 3 nifi quoll 
circs alia objefta verſentur 3 & diſcurrendum efse prorſus de iis, ad modum quo philoſo- 
phamur de uaturalibus, obſervatis fecialibus ro ar 

Yea there are ſome that think ;Habits are in the body. Taurellus in Philoſoph. 
Triumph. pag. 5 2. faith, [ere tamen rem fiquis intueatur, nil babitus aliud ſunt, quam. 
acquifira quedam intelligend:, vol alicujus expetend: promptitudo, non auime, fed corport 
adjcribend:, cum pcr [e anima nec impediatur, nec aptior fieri poſſit, ad exercendas attte 
ones, ſed quoniam corpore, ceu infiruments utitur, fit ut ejus refÞeFu, vel habiliores, vel 
znepriores ad aliquid efficiendum fimns.) This he afterward thus corre&eth, [| Not 
corpor: (olum, ſed anime ctiam, videutur eſſe aſcribendi (habitus) Eundem intelleFun 
& agentem eſſe dicimus & paticntem : Per ſe quidem ationum cauſa eſt, nec pati, nes 
impedirs deentur 3 ſed reſpeftu ejus cut conjungitur corpori patitur, atque impeditur quo 
minus probe po/7it intelligeye. Hac habitus accidenths ratione, nou menti, ſed corporipri- 
mo poſſunt artrebuz 3 wvel:ate vice verſa meniti primo aFiones, ſed corpori ſecundarid adſeri- 
buntur.  Eadem voluntath eft ratio.) 

I cite nor theſe, as owning them 3 bur ro ſhew Mr. K. that as learned men as 
he, have nor the ſame thoughts of Habits, and therefore he ſhould nor be roo ha- 
ily coufident: And I contels, as highly as I think of Mr. K's learning, I do not 
think he truly and clearly knows whar a Habir of the ſoul is, nor wherein it is di- 
tin& from the ſou], the faculcies, and the a&, and the intelligible fbecies : no 
nor a Wiſer man then himſelf neither, Every man knows not ſo much as he boaſt- 
eth of, or thinks he knoweth, ( And how likely then he is.co know ſo much of 
God as he here prerenderh ro, we may eaſily judge.) It was as wiſe a man as he 
that {aid | Nam quomodo intellefu Denm capit bomo , qui ipſum intellefum ſui, 
quo cum vult capere, noudum capit ? Auguſt.de Trinitas, li. 5. cap.1.] 

3. I cafily acknowledge that grace giyeth ſuch a power as is commonly called 
Moral, diſtin& from the natural faculries, as our corrupt eſtate contains an oppo- 


ſite imporency. Bur this is bur an applying of the rerms [Can] and [Cannoc]* 


[Power] and [Impotency] to Diſpofitions and Undiſpoſednels, ro Habits and 
their Ptivations» | | | 
| 4. Anew heart and ſpirit, Ieafily confeſs neceſiary. But thoſe words do com- 
monly 613nifie in Scripture, only new Inclinations, Diſpofitions, Qualifications. 
It is a new heart, though only the old faculties and ſubſtance. I hope you will 
not follow Illyricus, - 

$. Where you lay that | without faith a-man can no more Receive Chriſt, not 
do ought towards it, then a dead, man can walk or ſpeak.J I Reply” 1. Thar 
proves not faith ro be equivalent to a Potentia vel facultas, any otherwiſe then thar 
it is of as abſolute neceflicy, bur nor char ir is of the ſame nature. If you ſhew an 
illiterace man a Greek or Hebrew book, he can no more reade in it then a dead 
man, that is, doth are truly 7x ſenſu compoſito impoſſible : Bur yet it is bur a habir 
that is wanting to one, and a power o: faculty natural, ro the other. And (ſo ir 
may truly be (aid that a inner cannot do well that hath accuſtomed to doevil, no 
more then a-Leopard can change his ſpots, or a Bla:kmoore his skin, Yer if you 
mean that fuch are equally diſtant from an aEual change as a dead man, ic is but 


a dead compariſon. A dead man wants boch. natural faculties, and an inclination 
or moral power. An unbeliever wants bur one, | | 


- 3, That [wichout faith, ſuch can no more do ought towards the receiving of 
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[132] 
Chriſt, then a dead man'can walk or ſpeak] is a dead doQrine, like the reſt of 
Antinomianiſm, tending to licentiouſneſs , and to ſubvert the precepts of the 
Goſpel, and the ſalvation of men, and uofit for any man tbar ſhall uſe the Name 
of Chriſt, much more unfit for a Divine, The Ranting (e& hath got the word 
too : and when they are reproved for wickedneſs, or perſwaded to duty, they (ay, 
[hat canthe creature do?] To go out of an Alchoule or Whorehouſe, and to go 
to hear the Goſpel preached, is ſomewhat towards receiving Chriſt : for faith 
comes by hearing 3 and canno man dothis without faith ? Cannot the Eunuch 
reade a Chapter and-ask help of an Interpreter without faith ? Cannot men Faſt 
and Pray, if not as (orneligs, yer 35 Ahab, withour faith ? Is there not a common 
Grace of the Spirit, drawing men towards Chriſt that were tarre from him, which 
goes before rhe ſpecial Grace ( ar leaſt ſometimes ) whereby. they are draw to 


=Ebriſt ? This that you maintain is not the dorine 'of Mr. Tho. Hooker, Mr. Foh. 


Rogers, Mr. Bolton, Perkins, or any of our experimental praQtical Divines 3 no 
nor of any Proteſtants that I know 3 IT am ſure not of the Synod of Dor: z bur 
of the Libertines and Antinomiſts, To whar end do you preach to any unbelie- 
vers ? Do you perlwade to.any means or duty towards the getting of faith ? or 


- do you not ? It nor, its like you Preach.as you Diſpute 3 and.then-I doubt whe- 


ther you live at Bliſland :. If you. do, ſure that duty tends to faith, and may be per- 
formed before faith, : 

3. I think you do mare boldly-afſerr, rhen you can ſolidly prove that [withour 
faitha man can no more receiye Chriſt, then a dead man walk] if you mean it 
of the. Habir of faith, as, no doubt, you do. If you ſhould mean it of the AR, it 
were a merry arguing :. 9:4, [We cannot Receive Chriſt without Receiving him : 
therefore Receiving him is a. Power, and (o an Inſtrument} ARQual faith, is a= 
Qual moral Receiving Chriſt. But I ſuppoſe you: mean ir of the Habit, in con- 
formity ro your former Diſpute 3 And then you ſ{uppole that God cannot cauſe 
the'AR.of faith by his Spirit, before the Habit, and by the firſt a@ cauſe a ha- 
bir (as Cumero taught, and his followers do fill reach.) Iſuppole if the queſtion 
were put but de faFo, Whether God do ordinarily thus cauſe faith ?-it is paſt Mr. 
K's power to prove the Negative : Much more it the queſtion be de potentia diving, 
whether God can do ir. | 

4: Where you ſay [ lt gives life tothe ſoul in regard of all ſpiritual operations, 
I Reply, 1. How induſtriouſly doth Mr. Pemble prove that faith is or the 
Mother grace ? not properly the root of all other graces, nor the firſt degree of 
our ſan&ification and ſpiritual life, either in the Habit or the A&R : Yindic. Gras. 
page 12,13,14. Yet Mr, K, that is ſo zealous in defending him;ſticks not to gain- 

ay 1t. | | 3 hg? 
' 2 Knowledge and Love may be (aid ro give life to the ſoul, if the exciting and 
aſliRting other graces, be giving lite. ; 

3. Ir isin effeRing or receiving a relation ( Fas ad Chriſtum, impunitatem, ſatu- 
tem) that we are enquiring after faiths Inftrumentality. And you do turn the 
buſineſs to [ giving Life to the ſoul in regard of ſpiritual operations 3J. whereby 
you ſeem to mean thar faith is no otherwiſe an Inſtrument ot receiving Chriſt,, 
then as it is an Inftrument of every.other operation which it pertormeth 3. and as 
every other habir of grace (Love, Fear,c#c.) are inſtruments of their as. 

4. You play with the ambiguity of the term { Life. } You take ir for 
the Union of Cauſes, You kaow how. commonly it is uſed. for the Forms 
Froeuth, | Wn 
| 5. And. 


[133) 


..$, And ſo faith is, as Pemble ſaith, part of the fouls new life; that is, new 
ſpiritual ReR&irude 3 or as others, the whole ſemen velprincipmm. But this is on] 
a formall, and not an efficient {quickening, or giving life. And if you ſpea 

of faith exciting other graces: x. Thar it doth by the AQ, which you yer 
affirm not to be an Inſtrument. 2. So do all graces in their places help 
the reſt, | 
Laſtly, If you did prove that Habits are fitly called the ſouls inſtruments in 
producing the As, yer it is all nothing to our buſineſs, For we are erquiring 
how farre it is the Inſtrument of the eftc&, or of reception. And T till ſay, that 
where the A& is no efficient cauſe, there the Habit by cauſing the aR, is no in- 
trument of the effe&, © Bur in our Juſtification, the a&@ of taith is no efficient 
cauſe ( Juſtification is the immediate effe& of God by the AR of grace now, and 
by his Sentence hereafter.) Therefore, @'c. And for reception, 1 ſay it hath no 
inftrument, bur as the inſtrument of the effteR, may be called its 11 ftrument 3 ex- 
cept you Will ſpeak as a Mechanick, a Rhetorician, or Pulgariter, and not Lo- 
eically, And when Mr,K; gives me cogent Reaſons againſt this, I hope I ſhall 
regard them, TT OTF: 94 
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S. 65- 

Mr. K. VV Hrs you adde laſtly, [ T he ſharpneſs of the knife cannot be called the 

| knives Inftrument.] I muft without diſparagement to your confeſt acu- 
men in other thirgs, tell you; that this i but a dull inftance-: for farth% not as the ſharp- 
xcſs, but as the knife 3 'and faith admits ſometime a greater : ſharpneſs , ſometimes 
aleſs, which qualifies it in its affing bejtcr or worſe, more or. leſs. eAnd 2. The 
ſharpneſs of the knife, may be called an inſtrument in a larger ſenſe, as firſt _ 
the clements. The fire is ſaid 10 aft by 115 heat : the water by its cold 3 by the heat in- 
trumentaliter, by irs form principaliter. And thus 3. n:ay the ſoul be ſaid 10 a by its 
faith tn receiving Chriſt, without which it were as impoſſible to recerve benefit by Chriſt, as 
0 ,return (cerviceto him. OTE EO CYTO 3 Et, 


oe 
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« 65. 
R.B. 1. ] Acknowledge the inſtance of little uſe ro the main Queſtion , be- 
. cauſe jr pertains but ro the AR of faith, and nor the following 
paſſion or effec, > ROT DN SSITEO EY ky 
2, The ſharpneſs of. your Anſwer, ſerves but to'cut your own fingers. Thar 
faith is as the knife, is feigned, and not proved. The knife is the ſubſtance; and 
the keenneſs is the accident: or modus. Faith is not a ſubſtance, but'a modis or 
acccident of the ſou]. ALE ! | 
3+ In your Jarge ſenſe, you may 'ſay- quid 'vi fere de quovis, and ſo Trold you J 
did not contradi& you. | + OB 
4. J am ſo cenſorious as to imagine-thar you-ſpeak more by rote, then on true 
knowledge in your Phyſicks, about fire 3: but thats nomatters*. © 
5. Who doubts bur the ſoul may, in che ſenſe you mentien, be ſaid [to a by 
faith in receiving ?J But once more diſtinguiſh of receiving : which is 1. The 
a of conſenting to, or accepting of the ofter of Chriſt and Life z which is Re- 
ceptio Ethica, metaphorically called Reception, 2. The true paſſive reception of. 
Right ro Chriſt and Life, which follows on the tormer. The firſt js but the 
/ # Aon _ Condi 
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Condition, and not the Cauſe of the larer; and/is in Morality co the later, . as in 
Nacurals;che Diſþofcio marerie is eo the Receprion of the form : but, the efficient 
Caulz of the lacec Receprion is GoJs Will, fizaified by his. Law 3 and. his. Law 
fignifying his Will, and Coafticatiag the! Dune(ſs, - Now if you will (ay, that 
Faich in che Haidic, is che iaftrumencal eihcient Cauſe of che firſt Receiving 
Chriſt, that is no more chen to (ay, the Habit is the inſtrumental Cauſe' of the 
AR, vix, itz own Aflzac and Conſent : as Love may bz (aid of irs' AR. And 
wherher rhis Spzech be proper or improper, J leave ir ro your (elf, J will not med- 
dle with ir., Bur for all Faich mighr be called the inſtrument of Believing (ſup- 
poſing it may) and chat Believing i cropically called Receiving, yet I deny that 
itcan therefore be propecly called che [nitrumenc of conſequent, proper, Paſſive 
Reception of Righ:; to Chrilt. (The Paflton is ſuch as Relations in their Re» 
Ception are cayable of.) Yet improperly, vulgarly, as an [nſtcument is not ta- 
ken for an Eth:ient Cauſe, I did profeſs and {tilt do, chac I will contend wirh 
none that will call Faich the Inſtrument of Receiving ( ar- any Conlear of the 
Will, call it Love, or what you will, as well-as Belief in Chriſt, may ſo becall'd 
an Inſtcamenc.) Bur that Faich is no rrue Inſtrumental Cauſe of forgiving our 
fans,or Juſtifying us,I ſhall yer maincain ill | ſee ſtronger Reaſons then M.K hath 
here proJuc2dzand ro thar I am moved upon Reaſons of great weight,which I have 
eilwhere manifeſted, : 

Laſtly, Mc.K&. [peaks roo unlimicedly [of che Lmp2oſlibiliy of R2ceiving Bene- 
fic by Chciſt wichour Faith.J], Idare (ay, that many athouland (if not all men) 
have received Benefir by Chriſt :befoce faich. What {ayiyou by rhe Goſpel ? 
Whas (ay you by Faith ir ſelf? - J hope ir is-noc-the: Inſtrument: of our eceiving 
it ſelf? Yea, and itis more then Mr. K. can prove, That Gad could nor if 
he would, have given pardon ir (elf ra ſome withour faich, upon Chriſts meer 
Satisfation, But what need I talk of this, ro a man that rhinks we have 
fo much of, or cowards Remifſion, Juſtification , Accepcarion before faich, 
as he before diſpared for, t.e..co be canmramounc Juſtihed ? Thouzh he takes chem 
to be from Eternity, and ſo no fruits of: Chriſts Dzathy yer he cannot de- 
ny, bur asto us, we tre as capable of Receiving ſuch Benefirs, withour faich, from 
Chrift, as without Chriſt, | | | 
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_$. 66, pb6't- 
My. K. AN I acknowledge I have done v:ry little by this DiPnte ; ouly I hal not 
. EA the paticace to ſee [o why Drvines ſo unworthily banded, as if they had 
need to be taught 4 Logick leſſon by Yr. Baxcer, w59 (45 Lhave heard to the dijþeraze- 
ment of both {niv:rfatics) was (carce bred incuher, but 23:m:5h as Þ effcem bis excel- 
lextparts, and T doubt not fing 4lar piety, yet may [ be bold to ſay, ſomewhat: more of the 
Univerſity woull ht; done him 13 bars : Aud 1 conclude all with this Irem to my ſelf, 
though Mr. Baxter need not take notice of it, 
 m——» Ne tu D.inam Ilida'tentes, L = 
Sed longe (equere, & Veſtigia:ſemper adora; 
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8. 66. ; ER x 
R.B. 2, F Think your firſt Conclufion (that you have done little by rhis Di= 
| ſpute) bath as cogent Evidence, as moſt that you have maintained 
3n theſe {1x leaves. But it had been more wiſdom to have foreſeen your loſs of time, 
and to have prevented it, rather then to confeſs it to your diſgrace. Ng 
2. Where you ſay, you [had nor patience] I ſay, Tf you cannor forbear, 
there's no remedy : who can hold rhat which will away ? The tongue is an unruly 
member. Perhaps your caſc is as his Diſcofimis. p. 54, mY 
| '3+ I darenor excuſe, much lefle juſtifie my ropgue or Pen, from too fharp and. 
unmannerly ſpeeches of my betters : Even where I diſcern no fault, I do ſuſpe& 
ſome, as knowing ſo much evil in that hcart which is the fountain : And I hope 
all thoſe pious Brethren whom I ſhall injure by my raſhneſs, will heartily forgive 
it 3 which I earneſtly requeſt, and by Gods aſliftance, ſhall do the like by others. 
Bur yet I muſt needs ſay, that my Conſcience doth not accuſe me of Lo wark, 
unworthily] D*T'wiff or M* F. of any men. For as ] have exceflively honourec 
them, ſodoT very highly honour them ſtil; and their miſtakes I had not men- 
tioned, bur 1, That TI had been by +hem enſnared in ſome of them, and thoughr 
my ſelf bound to warn others of the danger. 2, The nawe of fuch worthy men 
may,do more in propagating an errour, then a thouſand unlcarned Antinomians 
can do, and therefore ſhould their miſtakes be more diligently diſcloſed, 3. Ir 
is pity Gods gifts and Saints ſhould bea Defenſative to errqur, and a ſnare to the 
Church. 4. I am confident the ſouls of theſe rwo Saints of God, if they know 
theſe things below, will give Mr. K, no thanks for his. Vindication, nor be offer 
ded with me for diſclofing their miſtakes, which they now do farre more deteſt 
then I, 5. It wasno ſuch Crime in the late Reverend Afembly to queſtion one 
of them for theſe miſtakes, or in Learned Biſhop Downame to write a hundred 
times more then I againſt the other : And why then is it a Crime in me ? 6, Re= 
weretid Mr.Owen, who apptoves your book, doth ſay farre more- againſt Dr.Twi 
theh ever I 61d, in his late excellent, learned Diatrib. de Fuſt. Findicat. and yer T 
hearinone accuſe him for unworthy handling him : Yea he ingeniouſly confeffeth 
his own former errour, and writes againſt itz and why then may not a. man for 
Truths ſake be allowed to do by another, what he doth by himſelf ? Had 1 been 
amy ſelf the Authour of Dr.7wiſſes Works (pardon the preſumption of the ſuppo- 
ſition) I ſhould ſay ren times more againſt ſeveral things in them, then 1 ever 
yet did, - #, Mt.K. bimſelf here contcfJeth the opinions that I mention of thceis 


. 


\ to be erroneous: And is not that as unworthy handling them as mine? * $, I 


intreat the impartial Reader ro'peruſe my words themſelves, and then ler him judge 
as he ſeeth Cauſe. 'They are bur theſc [A great Queſtion it is, Whether Re- 
miſlion and Juſtification be Immanent or Tranſient a&ts of God : The miſtake 
of this one point was it that led thofe two moſt excel|enrfameus Divincs Dr. Twifs 
and Mr,Pcmble to that errour and Pillar of Aminomianiſm,viz.Juſtification from 
Eternity, For faith Dr.,Twiſf often, All Acts immanent in G54 are from Eter- 
nity : But Juſtification and Remiſſton ot f3ns are immanent. ARs : Therefore.” 
Is this ſuch unworthy handling ? Mr. K. durſt not once ſay that 'I falfly accuſed 
them 3 orthat it was not their errour. 'And ceuld 1 give them a higher Elogy, 
then to call them [moſt Excellent, Famous Divines.] 1am confident the orcate 
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"Way injurious to them, The Lord G:neral will be content wich lower Tirleg 
then {moſt Excellent and Famous} D13 nor ſuch as Mr.K. $0 about ro confirm 
the vile reproaches of the rimes, as if Miniſters were che moſt intollerably proud 
men onearth, when this is raken for unworthy handling ! And, when-they thar 
expe rhar their hearers ſhould bear rheir ſharpeR and frequent reproofs, cannot 
bear ſuch an honourable mention of their miſtakes ? | 

4- Wherher there be one true word in Mr.K's particular accuſation [as if rhey 
had need to be taught a Logicklefſun of Mr.Baxter] 1am content my very ene- 
mies ſhould Judge. "Did I ever conrend about any point of Logick with. them ? 
Ir was not, what an immanent. A& is ? . But onely, Whether Juſtification be an 
Immanent A&R, and ſo Ecernal, that 1 enquired, and in which I oppoſed them ? 
I do therefore take it as my duty tro Admoniſh my learned Brorher of his great fin, 
F | who hath not once, twice, or thrice, bur (o oft in fix leaves ſpoken ſuch pal- 
pable untruths in matter of fat, and made ſo lirtle Conicience of the ninth Come 

mandmetit. 

5. If in chis Paragraph Mr.K.do diſcover the very end of his undertaking, not 
to be ſo much che Vindicatinz .of any truth of God, but of Worthy Divines, 
and Academicail Honour (of which I leave che Reader to Judge) then may 
we hence conjeure at the Reaſon of ſeverall Paſſages through che whole : for 
the M:ans may not be better then the Endz and no Wonder if they be ſuited 

+ FT@ 1t, | 

| 6. As for all that follows concerning my [being lcarce bred in either Univerſi- 
ty, &c.]. I have nothing ro ſay, Did Mr.K. ever hear me contend for the 
Reputation of being Learned ? He eafily carries rhe Cauſe here, having no con» 
rradiction, Fr - | jt | 

7. And where he (aich, that [ſomewhat more of the Univerſicy would have 
done me no harm] I do not believe him ; For though I have been as ſenſible of 
my want of ſuch happy opporcunities, and my defe@Qs thereupon, as ever Mc,K+ 
was, at lealt 3 yet I believe that all chings work togerher for Good to them that love 
God z and:that by that three-fold Cord: (on my Friends, Body, and ſcrupulous 
Conſcience) by which G3d reſtrained me from (ſuch advantages, and confined me 
t0 a more private courle of ſtudies, he did alſo reſtrain me from ſome evil thar I 
might elſe haye run upon,or prevent ſome that he ſaw would befall me:(and indeed 
he hach ſatisfied me now of the particulars.) OY 
8, What men or other creatures tholſe were that M:,K-. did [ hear boaſt of me 
to the diſparagementr of both Univerſities] ] cannot conje&uce. Bur this J will 
promiſe Mc.K, that how little ſoever J have received from the Univerſicies, they 
ſhall have my trequent and earneſt, prayers.co G2d, and my. beſt endeavours with 
men, for their Pcoſperity. The Lord, purge them from Pride, Senſualicy, Mane 
pleaſing and Self-ſeeking, and cauſe them humbly ro ſtudy Chrilt above all, and 
zealouſly ro lay out chemſelves for his Glory, and with conſiderate, reſolved - 
Self-denial and Uareſervedneſ(s, wholly co refizn themſelves to his ſervice , and 
make ir taeir maia buſine(s te win ſouls rorhar true felicity which rhey have firſt 
talted of themlelves3 ani then J ſhould nar ſo much fear-any policy or power of 
their Enemies. EL, 

9. Ani for M:.K's concluding Poerical injun&ions J heartily confeſs my ut» 
ter unworthineſs tro bz annumerated ro the Ambaſſadours of the Lord Jeſus, or 
ever to have been permirced ro ſpeak in his Name 3 muck more with any ſuch ſuc- 
ceſs an] encoucazement as he ha:h youchſatcd me : And the Lord forbid that ever 


I ſhould 
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T ſhould be ſo arrogant, as to equal my (elf with the Worthies of the Church, 
much lefle toenvy the honour of their preheminence, Yer in regard of the Chur- 
ches preſent neceſlities, I dare not give over, for all my imperfettionss Though 
I have ever been of a ſpirit roo eaſily diſcouraged , and have many a time been 
under Fonds's temptation, and ready to (ay as Feremy, I will ſpeak no more in bis 
Name ; yet God hath ſo ſuited his providences to my infirmities and neceflities, 
as not only to cure my backwardnefle and deſpondency,. bur alſo to convince me 
of the pleaſantneſs of his work, - Iam aſſured that it was the Lord that ſent me 
into his Vineyard, and without him none ſhall foice me out. He thar-gave' me 
fewer Talents then others, will expe& bur an anſwerable improvement at my 
hands : bur be they never {o ſmall, I dare not hide them. He that callerh for 
ewomites will accept them : He deſpiſerh nor the day of ſmallchings. He fome- 
time revealeth thar to babes which he hiderh from the wiſe and prudent : For the 
wiſdome of the world is fooliſhneſs with God, and the fooliſhneſs of God is wi- 
ſer then men : and no fleſh ſhall Glory in bis fight. How many learned men bave 
loſt the main end of their Learning, and engaged God ſo farre againſt them, as 
to lay both rhem and their honour inthe duſt, becauſe they would nor devote ic 
more faithfully to his ſervice ! The Lord grant that I may ſo uſe the ſmall abili- 
ties thar I have, that I be not condemned as an unprofitable and unfaithfull 
ſervant 3 and then I do not fear being condemned for their ſmalneſs, Theic 
are many learneder men then Mr.K. in hell, and many more unlearned then 1 in 
heaven. ! 
Bur ſhould I deny my ſelf to be Vile againſt the Accuſations of Mr. K. when 
I daily confeſs wy lelf Vile to God, I ſhould but prove the hypocrifie of my pray- 
ers. And therefore Diſpute for Reputation that will for me, When I am tem- 
pred to ſuch a work by Accuſers, or by my own heart, I delire God to fave me trom' 


nr roo He thar works principally for himſelf, muſt be his own Pay- 
maiter, 


\ 
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S. 67, | 
Mr,K. Te ſumme of all that hath been hitherto ſaid in this Þaragraph,is this ,That to 
| Fuſtification there is required a tranficnt aft of Gods, or the working of 
Faith in our heart : which ſhews, That albeit Gods Decree to Jublfi «5 hve much in it 
that losks ſo well like FuSlification, that it may be called ſo without Blaſphemy, yet that 
indeed Fuſtification is intime, not from Eternity: And i. appears farther thus : That 
Fuſtification being the Abſolving us from our fins, and the «Accepting us as righteous, at- 
bert God the Father Decreed it, the Sox Purchaſed it, a Grant of it were made, and. uns 
der Seal ; yet tillit bepleaded there is no Pardoning 3 as appears by comparing Gods par- 
don with that of Prixces, whidh is not of Value till Pleaded, and not pleaded till after the 
Fury hath found the Offendor Guilty : ſo this Fuſtification which begins at our Belicving 
in toro Conſcientiz, 4 more private Seſſions is again made more *Publick in Heaucn as 
our death, and this at Gods Bar before Angels and Saints deccaſed ; and yet more publick 
before all the world at the General Fudgement. This pardon was Purchaftd, Reſolved,or 
Tſſuedout, Sealcd, Received, Pleaded at firſt : but as new fins are commined we plead it 
again, and ſo may be ſaid to be particularly Fuſtified from particular ſins, toties quories, 
but alwayes by virtue of our General Pardon. 
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S. 67+ 

RB.\JVE arenow paſt the End, and yer new to begin. If in this Recol- 

Ie&ion he had not ſtumbled on a word or two, that come from the 
Core of his Errcur, i ſhould ſcarce have underſtood any of his minde about rhe 
Controvethie in hand, ſave only Negartively, and that he is againit Me. And yer 
it is not mnch that I candiſcern of ic. Among all the Diflerters of all Se&s thar 
ever I had to do with, thar pretended to Learning, I have ſeldome met with the 
like ſlippery dealing, as in Mr-K; who pretending to make ſome notable diſcoyery 
of the T ruth,did ſo loſe himſelf in the eager purſute of a contemprtible Adyerſary, 
that he ſeems to have quite forgot his undertaking, and leave his errand behinde 
him. Burtodea]truly, it is my opinion, that though the man were drawn to en- 
eaze himſelf, yet when he had empried his bilious tomack , he found his work 
done, and therefore was willing to drop aſleep when he ſhould have performed: his 
Promiſe. He doth over and over again promiſe us to open to us what * the Trat= 
fient Fuſtifying A, yea, pag.139. to ſpeak Punfudlly to it 3 and when all's done, 
the buſineſs is (o farre undone, that for my part, I cannot certainly rell yer whe- 
ther he once name it, or what his opinion about it is. Pag- 141. He ſaith [by 
Giving us taith, he Juſtifies us, as ſhall be ſhewed anon, he giving us that which 
is our Inſtrument , whereby we receive the Righteouſneſs of Chriſt.] T hat 
[anon] is not yet come 3 for | finde no fuller diſcovery of hisminde , but only a 
lictle glance inthis Recolle&ion, wherewith be doth conclude. In thole former 
words he ſeems to make the Immediate Juſtifying a& to be the Giving of Faith z 
and yet contradids it in the next words 3 for that Faith he makes to be Given,thart 
1; may be our Inſtrument of Receiving. Now 
i, Weare enquiring after Gods a&, and not mans Inſtrument. 

2, Weare enquiring after the Immediate efteE&ting At, and not a Receiving, 
which is noeffteQting. £ 
: - us ſee whether theſe words under conſideration will any better diſcover his 

enſe, 

1. He ſaich [that ro Juſtification there is required a Tranſient A of Gods 3 
or the working of faith in our heart] This is all the rrantient AR 1 can learn 
he intends from firſt tolalt, But though before he ſaid [by Giving us faith , he 
' Juftifies us] yer here he thought it ſafer to ſpeak more ambiguoully, -and onely 

faith, thar [this is required to Juſtification. ] Bur there are many things requi- 
red to it, befides that A& which doth immediately EfteR it : Amecedents, Con- 
- ditions, the Cauſes of thoſe Conditions, are all Required to it 3 when yer none 

of them is the juſtifying AR. Bur if indeed he do mean thar Fidem dare, is Fu- 
ſtificare, I will ſpeak ro that anon, Next he ſaith, that [Goes Decree ts jutti- 
fie, looks well like Juſtification] but that is not ir. Next he ſaith, that [ Ju- 
ſtificarion is the Abſoiving us from our fins, and Accepting us as Righteous]that 
he may come ro ſhew us what is not, and what is, the Abtolving and Accepting 
Att, And firſt again he excludes Decreeing from being the AR enquired after : 
- then he excludes Chrifts Purchaſe 3 rhen he excludes the Grant made and ſealed # 

rhen he ſairh [Till it be pleaded there is nopardoning, as appears by comparing 
Gods pardon with char of Princes.J Perhaps then he means rhat [Pleading}J 
3s Pardoning, or the jultifying A&. No, not ſo neither : For he only ſaith, thac 
till it be Pleaded, there is no Pardoning] which plainly exprefleth, That Plead- 
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3ng {s but a prerequiſite Condition, the want whereof ſuſpendeth the a& of Par- 
—don, bur is not the Pardoning a@ ir ſelf. In the Concluſion he gives us a lirle 
more light to ſee parr of his meaning, where he ſaith [ſo this Juſtification which 
begins at our Believing 2n foro Conſciemie, a more private Seſlions, is again made 
more publick in Heaven ar our death, and this ar Gods Bar before Angels, &*-] 
Here he tels us more then yer I could gather from him, ,in quo foro juſtificamur fide, 
thar ir is bur in ſoro Conſcientie, a more private Seſſions, ſo that we are left ro (earch 
for the juſtifying A& z which chough he vouchſafe not expreſly ro mention , yet 
we may poſſibly conjeEure ar by this laſt paſſage. If rhe Reader would ſee the 
whole myltery which is thus dackly lapr up, as being ſomewhac afraid of rhe lighr, 
as far 8s I can gather, ir 1s this, 

Mr.K; being of the Antinomian faith, That Remiſlion and Juſtification are 
Immanent Acts, and from Eternity (and conſequently not purchaſed by Chrifts 
bloud) and thar Juſtification by faith, which the Scripture ſpeaks of, is only Ju- 
ſtificarion 7n foro Conſcientie, or the apprehenſion of the former 3 he rhought, in 
cheſe rimes, when Antinomianiſm hath an il] (avour with the beſt, - that ir is the 
wiſeſt way to appropriate the name of Remiſſion and Juſtification by faich ( in 
this lite) ro this Juſtification in fors Conſcientie, and to give to the Immanent E- 
ternal AQ, the deſcription without the name. And therefore he thought it ficteſt 
to ſay, thar [Gods decreeing to Remic our fins, carties in it a Remiſhon of 
them cantamount 3 for who ſhall charge them on us, where God decrees to Re-. 
mit them ?J Pag.138, That [ Gods Decree to pafle the tranſient AR of juſti- 
tying, carries in it as much as concerns Gods Remiſlton of fins, and Acceptance 
of us as Righreous.]J Bur the change that is made in time by the tranſfient AQ, 
is in our Feeling or Knowledge, and therefore he ſaich, that when we (ay [Now 
a man is juſtified in Gods fight] ir [fgnifies only a teſtimony given by God, 

whereby he makes #s know that we are juſtified before God, or in his fight] and 
that [in God it ſignifies, A making us to ſee : and we are [aid to be juſtitied in his 
fGght, when he makes it, as it were evident to our fight, that we are juſtified] p. 
138. ere before he was aware, he gives it the name of juttification (before we 
lee it.) Now being Reſolved to appropriate the name of Remiſflion and Iuſtifie 
cation (in this life) to thar which is 7x foro Conſcientia, he is hard pat to it, ro 
deliver his meaning of the tranſient juſtitying A&, withour opening the ſhame of 
his opinion. And therefore ſometimes he ſairh,It is the Giving of faith to be our 
Inſtrument : Sometime chat this faith is neceflary to it : but concludes, thar it is in 
foro (onſcrentiz, a private Seſſions, rhat we are juſtified before death: So that the 
Summe is this ; 'T har Tuſtification, and Remiſſion, and Acceptation do conſiſt 
in our Conlſcience's apprehenſion or feeling of that which God did-from Erernity 
(which mult not be callea REmiſlion, but Tantamount Remiſſion:) and becauſe 
Conſcience cannot know or feel this, bur by Believins, and becauſe we cannor 
Believe till God give us the Grace of faith;- therefore God juſtifies or pardons us by 
Giving us that Grace : that is, We.by Believing or being Conſcious of our Ecer- 
nal Acceptance, do immediately juſtifie and torgive our ſelves 3 but mediately 
God forgiveth and juſtifieth us by Caſing us to Believe, and Cauſing our Con- 
{ciences to jultifie us immediately. 

I will aor (ay, that I am cerrain I have hit of M;.Ks minde in this explication: 
for who can be certain in ſuch a miſt ? And therefore 1 leave every Reader rhac 
thinks I miſtake it,to gather it birteryif he can, 

What ever ic is, I am ſure he oft contradicts himſelf, He that here tels us it % in 
U 2z : r0 
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foro Conſcientie, and talkt before of evidencing it to our ſelves, doth ſay Pag-1 39. 
I.ult. [Where ever there is a Moral, i.e. a Legal change, there is a tranſient a&, 


and rhis being inguſtification,a tranhent a& is neceſſarily required to this change]- 


Now a mcer Lezal change is dejure, and nor in the feeling of Conſcience : and ic 
i8 it foro n#llo actualiter, ſed virtualiter in foro divino, it being afas illizs Legs qua eſt 
Norma Fudiciiz and thetefore not in foro Conſcientie, vel aliquo privats, And if ir 
be conteſt ro be a Moral, i,e. a Legal change, what man ſees not that it muſt be a 
change pcr Legem ? i.e. novam, remediautem, or per aftum moralem? Nay , mark 
how in the very words of: this Concluſion, he yields the Cauſe and doth not fee it+ 
He ccnfeflzth that we are pardoned as Offendors are by a Prince's pardon, which 
is not of Value till pleaded. Now let any man of underſtanding judge, wherher 
the Princes Pardon Granted and Sealed, be not the immediate, efficient Cauſe of 


_ this Delinquents abſolution or paſtive pardon, when he doth plead ir : And whe- - - 


ther ic be not firſt-a Fus impunitaths that is hereby Given him, which (whatever is 
here ſaid) is of Value upon the Accepting, beforethe pleading, though the plea- 
ding is alſo neceflary to ſtop-jadgement, or prevent Execution, and ſoto have the 

full benefit, And what though the Pardon Granted and:Sealed 'be not EfteRual 
_ rill Accepted or Pleaded > Doth ir follow, that it is not the immediate Cauſe af- 
rerwards ? Let it not ſeera unmannerly if I ſpeak my thoughts 3 char all this pro- 
ceeds from this Learned mans great miſtake or inconſideratene(s of the Nature of 
Laws and their ARions, and of the natuce and uſe of Conditions, whoſe nox-pere 
formance doth ſuſpend the ation of the Law or Grant, (becauſe the Will of che 
Leziſlifor or Nonor was, that ir ſhould fo-be) but the performance doth not cauſe 
ics aCtion,. much leſs.immediatly cauſe the Eft: 3 unleſs there be ſomerhing in ir 
thar may work as a procatarckcick efficient Cauſe, by way of Merir, or the like, 


over and above its meer Office of a Condition. If a man by his Teſtament leave 


his Son a thouſand pound per. annum on Condition that ke do volumaily Regiſter 
his Thankful Acceptance of ir : Ir isnot the performance of this Condirion thar 
doth ar all cauſally. conſtitute the Fas ad rem legatam, or conferre Debitum,or Donare; 
though the 10x-performance may ſuſpend the Collation of Right : but ir is the Te= 
ſtamenr.that doth:-immediately conſtitutethis Right, when the ſuſpenſton is remo= 
ved,. which before ir did not, becauſe the Teſtator would not have it ſo. Grotize 
in Caſsand.art.4.p.280. ÞPromiſſi enim ea V + ut Conditionem implenti Fus conferat.Vid. 
de Far. Bclli.l.1.c.1.$.4.@ L.1.c.11.S.1,,%Ifthen it were true,as M.K; here afhrm- 
eth, that it is at this private Seſſ1ons in foro Gonſcientie, that we are firſt jultified: 


on our Believing, then the immediate juſtifying A& (which Mr.K; hath talked ſo 


oft of | can be no-other then either our own Apprehenſion, or belief thar we are 


Pardoned and Righteous, or ſome ſuch like Apprehenfion or Concluſion of our 


ewn hearts, For if it be in foro Conſcientic, ir mult be By Conſcience as the Agent, 
that is, By the underſtandings Concluding us to be what we are. Bur this borh 
ſuppoſeth us to be Pardoned and Righreous before (for the Being of a thing go- 
eth before the true Knowledge thar it is in Being : None can be truly Conlcious 
of a Righceoutneſs or Pardon which he hath nor :) and alfo it makes us to pardon: 


and juſtifie our ſelves 3 and the tranſient juſtifyinz A& of God, [o-long enquired: 
afrer, ſhould be only Gods cooperating with us in our Believing , or- Caufing us 
to Believe, Yea rather, the AR of juſtifying faich (which is the Acceprance of: 


an offered Chriſt and Life, i F4þ.5.11,12.) goes before this AR now mention- 


ed, and this is bur Aſſurance or a Conſciouſneſs of the State that by Believing we 
are in, Let any man that is willing to know thetruch , bur examine every Text: 
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of Scripture that ſpeak of Juſtification by faith, and he may eaſily ſee tharthey do: 
not (no not one of zhem) you ef Juftification in foro Conſcience, or of any con» 
ſciouſne(s of our Righteouſneſs, bur of Juſtification before God. 

And that Gods giving faith is nor the immediate juſtifying at, appears 
I. From the very name, |[ To give faith] is one thing, and [to juſtifie] is 
another. 2, From the real difference, Faith' is given by a Phyfical a& imme- 
diatly : Righteouſneſs, immediatly by a Legal or Moral a&. Faith isa real 
Quality (inthe habit) or AR * Righreouſnels is a Relation, and is immediatly 
by a meer Reſultancy. Nay the very matter or meritorious cauſe of the Righte- 
ouſneſs now 'in queſtion, is not faith, but Chriſts ſatisfaRtion and merits. The 
terminus therefore of the juſtifying a& ( } ſpeak now of our conſtitutive Juſtifica= 
tion) is Rizhteouſneſs, a Relation : bur the terminus of Gods aR ingiving Faith, 
is the Faith ſo given. The ObjeR alſo of the juſtifying aR, and the Subjc& of 
Juſtification, is credexs, a man already Believing : but the objeR of that a& which 
oiverh faith, is an Unbeliever, 3. Is not this flat Popery ? ro make Juſtificati- 
onto lye in areal change, and not a relative ? and {o ro make it the (ame with 
Vocation, Converſion, Regeneration, or SanCQification ? Whereas the holy 
Ghoſt ſairh, [| hom he called them he juſtified, Rom.8,30.] For to give faith is 


| Vocation ( as thoſe Divines ſay, that make faith ro go before other graces in 


habir and a&:) or it is Vocation , Regeneration and SanRification, as 
Mr. Pemble thinks, who ſuppoſeth all infuſed i uno ſemine. So that if Fidem dare, 
and Fuſtificare be all one, then to Juſtifie and to Call or SanRike is all one. 

I had once thought to have heaped up divers Arzuments here in the concluſion 
on theſe rwo laſt poimts, 1. To prove that our firſt Juſtification by faith, which 
Scripture ſpeaks of, is not inJoro conſciencie, 2. To prove that [ro give faith} 
is not the proper or immediate juſtifying at of God. Bur I ſhall forbear 1. Be- 
cauſe Mr. K; gives me ſo little invitation to it, ſeeing he gives but a few dark hints 
of. his own minde. 2, In that I finde upon review that almoſt. all this paper is 
unayoidably:taken up with a meer defence of my words againſt his injury, and he 
bath nor given me occafion.for many further profitable explications or diſputes 2 


and therefore I will reſerve theſe for a fitter place. 3. Becauſe I have la 


rplier al= 
ready Argued againſt beth theſe in private anſwers to the Ackugtretions of 


learned Friends : and though thoſe arc not for publique view, yet 1 have a back- 


wardneſs te thedoing of one thing ſo oft. 4. Becauſe this, lirtle rhat I have here 
ſaid, ſeems. enough, and proportionable to his brevjry which doth occ3ſion ir. 
This one thing ſeems neceſſary, in the Conclvhton, that T.adde a few Reaſons 
to prove that it is in Lew-ſenſe that we are ficſt-juſtified by faith, and fo thar 
the Moral A& of the Law is the immediate juſtifying a& ( and conſequently the 
enaQing of that Law of grace, or granting that Deed cf gift, is the next foregoing 


efficient a.) There are Reaſons. enough.in my Aphoriſmes, but Mr.K, thought. 
it eakieſt to take no notice of them. , ;. $6.4 


Arg. 1, A termino. | SEN i ed 

The thing that is given by Remiſſion is Fus ad Impunitatem :. But ir is only by 
Laws, Contracts, Deeds.of gift, or the like Moral as, that Right is, immediatly 
conveyed : Therefore it is by theſe immediatly that. we are forgiven : (and ſo jus 
ified Conſtitutive.) Taki 

I (uppole it will nor be denied that Remiſſion is a Giving ? «Qui condonat,D 0248, 
S0 Lawyers generally ſay; of Remitting a wrong, and it will hold in caſe of crimes,. 
eſpecially in our caſe, againſt God. Fragoſus de Regimine Reipub, Chriſt, part. 7* 
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H.6. Diſp. 17. .95. p. 344+ ſaith, Remittere injuriam eſt Donare, & Donare eff 
Jaftare jab | 
Arg.2. A malo remoto, contrario, & Termino a quo. 

The Diffolution of a Legal obligation, muſt be by a Moral a@ of the ReQor, 
of the ſame kinde with the obliging at. Burt Remiſſion of fin is a Diſſolution of 
{ſuch an Obligation. Therefore,ec. 

T he major is proved by that common maxime, Eodem modo diſſolvitur obligatio, 


quo contrahitur, The minor is proved by the true definition of Pardon; Whict'is , 


in criminals, The AQ of a ReQor diflolving'an Obligation ro puniſhmenc. 
Remiſſio eft proxime Reatus Remiſſio 3 remotins Peng : Reata eft Obligatio ad P anam. 
Arg.3- Aboffcio Legis. | | 
| Tf it bethe uſe of the Law to be Norma Fudicti, chen he that is juſtified per 
ſententiam Fudicis, muſt be firſt juſtified in Law : Bur the Antecedent is true : 
T herefore, &c, | 
 Whenl ſay [ Jaſtified in Law] Ido not mean [ by the Law] ftrialy taken 
as moſt do, for one only Species of Law : But I mean | by Law] in general, as 
it is truly defined ro be Conflitutiva Determinatio Reftoris de Debito, Vel fignum 
Yolunatis Reftoris Debitum Conſtituens, For many Lawyers do call only writtea 
and itanding Laws, by the name of Laws, and do exclude verball precepts of a 
ReQor: In this limited ſenſe, as it is raken for [Law by an Excellency] I do 
not ROW uſe it. 

Arg.4. A nuatura Sententie. 

Declarative fentential Juſtification or Pardon, preſuppoſeth Juſtification 
COIs. Therefore Juſtification Conftirntive goes before ſentential Juſti- 
cation, 

HerelI ſuppofe 1. That Conſtitutive is per Legem, and not fer Sententian, 
which is paſt diſpute, 2. That ir is by faich ( as the condition) that we are 
juſtified Conftitutive, ir being only Believers that are Morally qualified ro be fir 
ſubje&s for this Juſtification, and whom alone the new Law pronouncerh Righ- 
reous, and ro whom alone it effe&ually giverh Chriſt and Life. The Antecedent 
is plain, in that the Judge mult ſentence a man ro be as he is, and according to 
his Cauſe. A man muſt be juſt, before he juſtly be pronounced Juſt. He that 
condemneth the Righteous, and he thar juſtifierh the wicked, they both are abo- 
mination ro the Lord, Prov.19.15. He that ſaith to the wicked, Thou art Righteous, 
him ſhall Nations curſe, people ſhall abhorre bim, Pcov. 24,24. So that whether the 
— be in conſcience or Heaven, it muſt preſuppoſe Juftification Con- 

Itutive. | 
Arg.$5! A naturs fidei Fuſtificantis. 

If the nazure of that a& of tairh which juſtifiech, be only ſuch as may be the 
condition of the Laws confticutive Juſtification, and not ſuch as may be the 
Inſtrument of ſentencing us Juit, then Juſtification by faith ( which Scripture 
meacioneth fo oft) is Juſtification in Law ſenſe, and not Sentential : Bur the 
Antecedent is rrue 3 as is proved from the AR, which I have elſewhere pro- 
ved to be'[the Accepring of an offered Chrift and Life} ( including Aﬀent ) 
and not 'the' Antinomian, ſpecial . Belief rhar we are pardoned , or a perſwa- 
fion of Gods ſpecial Love to us, or a conſciouſneſs of our Rizhteouſneſs, ot 
Affurance of ir, which ace ſafd to juſtifie ſententially in foro Conſcientie. 

 Arg.6. A communi conſeuſu, & uſu loqueni:. | | 
* It is che common judgement of men co chink, and common cuſtom to ſay, 

Y that 


ke 
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that { A King precenuth by his written, ot verbal Pardon, as his Iaſkument} 
and tO _— [ Fuſtificationem Legis)] a Fuſtificatione Fudicis, the former be- 
ing preſuppoled ; theretore we mult do ſo here, unleſs any ſpecial reafon can be 
brought againſt ir : For Gods Law hath the common nature of « Law, and his 
Judgement the common nature of judgement, 

To prove the Antecedent I need but to appeal to the common uſe of men @c< 
quainted with Legal and Judicial affairs, Yea even Mr, K, himſelf cannoc fore 
bear acknowledging it : Yea beſides the forementioned acknowledgements, he 
ſtrangely guided to conclude with it, as the very laſt word of his igrefſion, a» 
gain me [We may be laid to be particularly juſtified from particular fins 0ties 
quotics, bur alwaies by vertue of our general pardon,J This general pardon is thar 
which God ifſued out and ſealed as he ſaith, which becoming effeQual when re- 
ceived and pleaded, doth by irs virtue juſtifie us from particular fins : thar is, by 
its moral or civil a&ion-. 

Arg-7. When the Scripture ſo oft denieth Juſtification by the Law, it plainly 
implic:h that there 1s ſuck a rhing in rerum natura, as Juſtification by a Law, and 
thar it is no improper unfit ſpeech : For elſe God would not uſe it, Gal.5, 4. & 
3.11. Yea ir oppeſeth Juſtification by grace in Chriſt, to Juſtification by rhe 
Law, A&.13.39. By him all that believe are juſtificd from all things from which they 
could not be juſtified by the Law of Moſcs : Where note rhe oppoſition that [| by 
Chriſt and Grace] is oppoſed to [ by works]. and fo { by the Law of Chriſt and 
Grace] is oppoſed to [| by the Law of Moſes and Works.] "That therefore 'is afe 
firmed of the Law of Grace, which is denied of the Law of Works: viz. to juſti- 
fie. And the reaſon why the Law of Works could not juftifie, was for that it was. 
weak through the fleſh, and nor that ir was an aQiion or effe& diſagreeable to the 
nature of a Law. 

Many other a&ions of Law to the ſame purpoſe, I-recired out of ſeyeral 


- Scriptures, in my Aphoriſmes, pa4g.178, 179. which I will not trouble the Reader 


tO repeat. 
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Nd thus I have done that ungratetull work which Mr- K. was pleaſed by 
Digrefling to put me upon : which 1 confeſs appears not lovely to me on the 
review, For I finde though I have eaſily born the charges of this Learned man, 
yet it is no very uſeful] work to the Reader that he hath here called me to3. and 
] thought it not fitte go beyond my call. -Inthe firſt part T have little ro do, 
but to obtrude his confidence, and ro ſhew that he meer]ly feigued me his adver= 
{ary, forgetting that of Seneca, Viftoria- fine adverſario brevis eft laws : In thereſt L 
have not much todo, but to open the vanity and fallacy of mapy words, and ro 
ſhew what a windy Triuwphir is which followeth ſuch a windy Oppoſition, and 
what his Reader oweth him, who doth importareverba 6 (onum promercibus: And 
what can the Reader gain alſs by ſuch a Giſcovety. I finde alſo, that though I 
reſolved ro-forbear all harſh language when I begun, thar I have not ſatisfied my 
felf in the performance, For when 1 came to his moſt} injurious words, I could 
not tel] how to anſwer them but by ſhewing plainly what they are, and calling a 
Spade, a Spade; which c2nnort be done in ſmooth and pleaſing words 5 i, I 
Ende that T have uſed more Tronies then I dare approve of, My reſolution there- 
fore is, to ſtifle this work till 3 have a call ro publiſh ir, and then to ey” to: 
| ome 
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ſome.moderate hand, to corre& all that ſhall ſeem too unmannerly. For though 


Ithiak Lhave ſgoken nothing bur what Mr. K, ought to hear, yer I doubt whe- 
ther it be noc more chen. was fir for me ro ſpeak, It is my purpoſe therefore ro 
deal wich him no more, leſt I be drawn again to the (ame inconvenience. For 
1 fiade I cannor Reply to ſuch a man in ſuch termes as Ido to the Moderate and 
Candide. Till his breath be ſweeter or ſounder I think ir ſafeſt to ſtand further 
from him. When he diſgorgerh his Romack on me, I have not the skill of ſha» 


Fivg it. off .ſo mannerly, and cleanſing my ſelf without his diſgrace, as I could 


,, wiſhThad, And if a man ſtirre them nor ver renderly, Þ lus feteut ſtercora mote. 
1 finde alſo har it is a very hard thing againlt the guilty ro my—_ both truly and 


pleaſingly * For ncmini blaxditur Veritas : and I have a natural inclination to ſpeak 
nakedly and plainly 3 which being ſeconded with ſome degree of opinion, thar 
qui loquitur plane, loquitur ſane, may quickly occaſion me ro ſtep too farre. Bur 
the principal cauſe is,. that I am truly aweary of the Warres of Divines : Many 


.an opportunity and importunity have I put by, as finding berealſo, thar Tmpendis 


bell ſunt praems majora: and eſpecia'ly in this civil uncivil Warre of Brethren, rhe 
gainer.uſually lolerh : unleſs men could be brought to deal more with the Maiter, 
and leſs with Fords and Meu, Contentions are both the Daughter and the Mo- 
ther of Pride. They are (as ſoot) the fuel of thac flame that cauſed them. If 
the contender be overcome, he glorieth not as a Chriſtian in the ViRory of Truth, 
but repinerh as a man ac his own. overthrow 3 and pro plumeis noxis plumbss iras 
gerit : If he ſeem;to:conquer ſupercilia erigit, and it doch puft him up, and ſo in- 
creaſe his vice, and haſten his ruine : for 1x1 
|  PFindicat elatos juſta ruina gradus. 

However it ſets men uſually on two eager a ſtudying for their own Reputation 3 
which is the way rhat god reſolverh ſhall ruine it ; For he that will be great muſt 
be the ſervant of all, and he that will be wiſe muſt become a fool, and he that 
will ſave his honouc muſt loſe it : qui propagat nomen, perdit nomen. My ſoul ra- 
Neth an admirable ſweetneſs in Peace : The Churches Peace, the Concord of 
Brethren is my daily ſtudy, prayer and endeayour 3 which O that I were able any 
right way to promote | Wha, Ls that way, Ido with pleaſure: my greateſt 
zeal doth carry me toit. But what I do in way of Controverſie, yea even when 
neceflitated, ſo that I dare not forbear, leaſt I ſhould betray or wrong the Trinhs 
yet is it grievous and ungratefull ro me 2 I have little pleaſure in it. I am reſol- 
ved therefore ro draw back from this work, as much as I finde conſiſtent with my 
Fidelity to rhe Truth of Chriſt 3 and rodo nothing in it till I am ſatisfied of a 
Call chat muſt nor be refiſted. And when I follow God, I may ſafely commir 
to him my Way and Labours : for I have found that he draweth forth nothing, 
which he knows not how to uſe far good. And the more any Brother is periwaded 
thar I cranſgreſs my bounds ia writing too ſharply, I intreat him the more to pray 
for the pardon of my fault, and the more watchfully ro ſhun the like himſclf 3 and 


ro joyn with me, and all the Churches friends, in daily and imporrtunate requeſts 


to God, that he would guide our feet into the way of Truth and Peace 3 even of 
that Truth, which lying berween extreams, is the only way to ſtedfaſt Peace 3 and 
of that Peace, which is the Mzans and End of Truth. Amen, 


Kederminſter, Auguſt 19 16539, 


